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ABSTRACT 



Title of Project: 



Public School Teachers' Work Motivation, 
Organizational Incentives, Job Satisfaction 
and Primary Life Interests 
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Cecil G. Miskel, Douglas R. Glasnapp, 
and Richard /. Hatley 



Contracting Agency; 



The University of Kansas 



Duration of Activity: 
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Purpose . The project purpose was threefold: (a) To evaluate the 
research instruments measuring motivation, incentives, satisfaction, 
and primary life interests, (b) To develop basic research conclusions 
from the variable relationships. (c) To build a quasi-theory of 
satisfaction for educational organizations. 

Procedures . Tne sample consisted of 3400 randomly selected public 
school teachers in Kansas. A mail questionnaire was used to collect 
data on fourteen variables: six motivation factors, six matched 
incentive factors, primary life interests, and satisfaction. Controls 
were built into the design to minimize and evaluate response bias. 
Primary crossbreak variables for analysis purposes were sex and 
teaching level. Interrelationships were investigated using multiple 
regression and discriminant analysis techniques. 

Results and Conclusions . The four measures were evaluated as meeting 
subscale factorial stability and reliability requirements. The findings 
indicated that female elementary and secondary teachers who scored 
higher on satisfaction also were more job oriented, hai a job in which 
a higher potential for personal challenge and developrent existed, 
where less work pressure existed, where more incentives relating to 
physical surroundings existed, and the tolerance for work pressure was 
higher. Male elementary teachers who scored higher )n satisfaction 
were more job oriented. Three additional variables- -work role, 
voluntarism, ideal incentives — were added to build a quasi-theory of 
satisfaction. 
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Introduction 



In over three hundred years of American experience with education, 
teaching has been associated with the following themes: religious and 
moral concerns, low income, and limited prestige. Consequently, the 
rewards for teaching have been viewed as being primarily intrinsic:. 
Lor tie (1969) supported this assertion when he posited that a "dedicatory 
ethic" developed among teachers which elevated service motives at the ex- 
pense of material benefits as the proper motivation to work. As a result 
the ideology developed which maintained that the proper orientation toward 
teaching was a willingness to serve children with little thought of econ- 
omic or other extrinsic incentives. 

Sanctions and strikes coupled with growing militancy of teachers re- 
flect a change in the foregoing ideology. Indeed, the current teacher 
unrest has fostered the development of a new ideology. An ideology that 
purports teachers have lost interest ir teaching, an ideology in which 
teachers are alienated, and finally an ideology that teachers primarily 
value extrinsic incentives. The new ideology is abundantly supported by 
personal attitudes and/or limited biased experiences. 

Existing empirical studies and theoretical frameworks which specifi- 
cally relate motivation and incentives in educational organizations are 
conceptually weak and empirically contradictory. Consequently, those who 
have strong opinions in this area become more convinced of the validity 
of their ideologies. As a first step in replacing these ideologies, basic 
research guided by existing conceptual formulations from other types of 
organizations should be completed to describe and explain teacher motiva- 
tion and organizational incentives in a new and more elaborate the.:>retical 
framework. 



Problem 

The basic problem is the lack of a theoretical formulation which des- 
cribes, explains, or predicts the relationships between teacher motivation 
and organizational incentives to work. Furthermore, the theoretical posi- 
tions which have been developed relate primarily to industrial organiza- 
tions and have had limited testing and adaption for use in the school or- 
ganization. Specific questions considered in the present study were as 
follows : 

(a) What are the motivations of teachers to work? 

(b) What are the organizational incentives returned to teachers for 
contribut-ing to the organization? 

(c) What are the relationships between individual motives and organi- 
zational lucent ives in predicting levels of satisfaction? 

(d) Does primary life incerest increase the prediction of job satis- 
faction? 
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Review of Literature and Related Research 

Motivation is any combination of forces which maintain human activ- 
ity. On the other hand, incentives are the inducements placed along the 
course of on going activities by the organization to keep the activities 
directed toward one goal rather than another (Dub in, 1968). It is appar- 
ert that these concepts are opposite sides of the same coin. Additionally, 
this is an example of the common dilemma in organizational theory of re- 
lating the individual and the organizational dimensions of a social sys- 
tem. In an effort to resolve this dilemma and strengthen the rationale 
for the current problem, individual motivation to work will be considered 
first and will be followed with a consideration of organizational incen- 
tives. The two dimensions will be systematically related by the intro- 
duction of the level of job satisfaction and the primary life interests. 



Motivation 

Specifically, motivation is the complex of forces starting and 
keeping a person at work in an organization. More generally, motivation 
starts and maintains an activity of an individual along a prescribed line. 
Clearly there are forces (drives, instincts, tension states, psychological 
mechanisms) inside the person starting and maintaining activity. However, 
it is also clear that behavior is bighxy organized by the social environ- 
ment; that is, the social setting of behavior defines the appropriate chan- 
nels of individual expression. Dub in (1968) elaborated the foregoing posi- 
tion by noting that in recent years behavioral scientists are tending to 
agree that there is not a general cause and effect connection between spe- 
cific psychological motivation mechanisms and specific behaviors. A reason 
for this is the difficulty, if not i;apossibility , of establishing a one-to- 
one relationship between sone thing called an internal motivating force and 
a resulting activity. One current view suggests that internal motivating 
forces start the human being in action, and sustain bis activity, but that 
the determinants of particular actions are outside the person in the social 
structure (Maslow, 1970). This is not to say that an individual can not 
exhibit meaningful behavior, but once a person becomes socialized to the 
work organization, he automatically falls into a pattern of motivation in- 
itiating and sustaining activities. Furthermore, the motivational system 
is stable, permanent, and understood by the triembers of the organization 
(Dubin, 1968). 

Currently, a leading theory of human motivation is based in a need 
hierarchy concept (Maslow, 1970). The hierarchy concept is stressed with 
certain higher needs becoming activated to the extent that cert^lin lower 
needs become satisfied. The five basic needs are identified as follows: 

(a) The physiological needs such as hunger, thirst, and sex; 

(b) The safety needs for protection against danger, threat, and 
deprivation; 

(c) The love needs for satisfactory associations with others, for 
belonging to groups, and for giving and receiving friendship and 
affection; 

(d) The esteem needs for self-respect and for the respect of others, 
often referred to as the ego or status needs; 



(e) The self-actualization or self-fulfillment needs to achieve the 
potential within *>iinself , for maximum self-development, and for 
creativity and self-expression. 
These needs are related to each other and arranged in a hierarchy of pre- 
potency. This means that the most prepotent goal will monopolize con- 
sciousness and will tend to evoke behavior in response to it. 

The lower level needs are never completely satisfied and if their 
satisfaction is deprived for any period of time, they become potent moti- 
vators. On the ether hand, a completely satisfied need is not an effec- 
tive motivator of behavior. Esteem and self-actualization needs are 
rarely satisfied rmd must be sought after indefinitely for more satis- 
faction once they become important to the individual. 

Herzberg, Mausner , and Snyderman (1959) completed a research study 
of industrial employees' motivation to work and subsequently developed 
a two-factor theory of job satisfaction. These investigators inter- 
viewed 203 accountants and engineers. The respondents were asked to 
describe events they experienced at work which had resulted in (a) a 
marked improvement or (b) a significant reduction in job satisfaction. 

Using content analysis, it was found that positive events were dom- 
inated by reference to intrinsic aspects of the job (achievement, recog- 
nition, work itself, responsibility, advancement), while the negative 
events were dominated by extrinsic factors (salary, possibility of growth, 
interpersonal relations witn subordinates, status, interpersonal relations 
with superiors, interpersonal relations with peers, supervision- technical, 
company policy and administration, working conditions, personal life, and 
job security). From the foregoing findings, it was posited that the pre- 
sence of certain factors would act to increase the individual's job satis- 
faction, but the failure of these factors to occur would not necessarily 
give rise to job dissatisfaction. Theoretically, an individual would 
operate from a neutral point possessing neither positive nor negative at- 
titudes towards his job. The gratification of certain factors which 
could be called "satisf iers*' , would increase his job satisfaction beyond 
the neutral point but would lead only to minimal dissatisfaction. There 
^ould be, on the other hand, a set of "dissatisf iers" which would evoke 
negative attitudes creating job dissatisfaction. The elimination of 
these dissatisf iers would lead only to minimal job satisfaction. Conse- 
quently, all "satisfiers'* combined would contribute more to job satis- 
faction than to job dissatisfaction, and all "dissatisf iers" combined 
would contribute more to job dissatisfaction than job satisfaction. King 
(1970) maintained that research completed in the industrial setting since 
the original study supports the foregoing generalization. 

The satisfier factors are labeled motivators, implying their effec- 
tiveness in evoking individual behavior toward superior performance. The 
environmental variables are labeled hygiene factors, indicating an analogy 
to the concept of preventive maintenance. However, other authors who have 
written in the area of work motivation have employed a variety of termi- 
nology. Wolf (1970) noted that the motivator factor has been called the 
intrinsic factor, the satisfiers, and the job content factor. The other 
factor has been called the hygiene factor, the maintenance factor, the 
extrinsic factor, the dissatisf iers , and the job context factor. 
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Herzber^ et al, (1959) in conceptualizing the two factor theory of 
job satisfaction related it to the need-hierarchy concept described pre- 
viously. They asserted that the factors leading to positive job attitudes 
have done so because they have the potential to satisfy the individual's 
iiaeH for self-actualization. The most important opportunity for self- 
actualization would be the job. From the performance of the task, the em- 
ployee can achieve the rewards that will reinforce self -actualization. 
Accordingly, the factors (satisfiers, motivators) of the job itself moti- 
vate the individual to gratify his need for self-actualization. Converse-- 
ly, the dissatisf iers or hygienes can be related to physiological and 
safety needs. Hygienic factors must meet individual needs for job secur- 
ity, fair treatment, interpersonal relations and working conditions. When 
the job surroundings become conducive to these needs, dissatisfaction is 
reduced. Hence, hygienic factors do not normally have the potential to 
become "motivators" since hygiene pertains only to surroundings of the job. 

Using this relationship between "hygiene" and "motivators", important 
relationships concerning persons and the jobs they occupy can be discussed. 
The ideal job will provide mavimum opportunity for self-actualization and, 
consequently, motivate behavior. As such, the present study posits that 
within a school organization, the opportunity to achieve, to be recognized, 
to advance, and to enjoy tae work itself act as incentives and allow for 
intrinsic motivation. Theoretically, the greater these intrinsic opportun- 
ities, the more satisfied the person will be. Additionally, it would seem 
reasonable to assert that a person in this position could tolerate more ad- 
verse surrounding conditions. Conversely, if a person is placed in a job 
where only menial tasks are required, little motivation can result. So, 
in order for the person to get minimal satisfaction, hygiene must be great. 

Sergiovanni (1967) replicated the Herzberg study in an educational 
organization. Sevency-one teachers were interviewed. The interview 
transcripts were then ceded using a content analysis technique. He con- 
cluded that the findings supported the assertion that satisfiers and dis- 
satisfiers tend to be mutually exclusi^'e. In addition, factors which ac- 
counted for positive attitudes of teachers were related to the work itself 
and factors which accounted for low attitudes of teachers were related to 
the conditions of work. 

Borgatta (1967) developec^ the Work Components Study (WCS) instrument 
which was designed to operationp.lize Herzberg 's two factor theory of work 
motivation. Ford, Borgatta, and Bohrnstedt (1969) found that new college- 
level employees of industrial organizations who scored the highest on a 
WCS subscale measuring intrinsic motivation were perceived by the company 
as moving ahead mo«;t rapidly. 

Using a modified form of the WCS for educational employees, Miskel 
(1972) made a somewhat parallel finding to the foregoing with a sample 
of undergraduate senior education students, teachers, and adminis trators. 
In testing the assertion that individuals who are upward mobile will be 
intrinsically motivated in unstable situations with less concern for se- 
curity, Miskel found the following: (a) principals have the highest 
tolerance for work pressure, (b) central office administrators have the 
least desire for conservative security, and (c) those individuals aspir- 
ing to the doctoxate scored significantly higher on competitiveness 



desirability, tolerance for work pressure, and willingness lo seek reward 
in spite of uncertainty. 

The above findings of Ford, et al. (1969) anr' i972) lend in- 

direct support to the theoretical position of Vrof beci (1970) • They 

posited that the performance of a person on a job is a function of that 
person's skill or ability and his motivation to use this skill or ability 
in the actual performance of the job. Furthermore, performance is equal 
to the product of an individual's ability aud motivation rather than being 
equal to the sum of these two variables. 



Incentives 

Incentives as the organizational counterpart to individual motivation 
have a fundamental role in organizations. One reason that incentives are 
vital to an organization is that the m^^tivation to contribute personal ef- 
forts are influenced by incentives. Indeed, inadequate incentives mean 
dissolution, changes of organizational purpose, or failure of cooperation. 

Barnard (1938) designated the process of offering objective incen- 
tives as being the method of incentives which consists of two general 
classas — specific inducements and general incentives. The specific in- 
ducements are well defined and include material inducements (money, 
things), personal non-material inducements (distinction, prestige, power), 
desirable physical conditions of work (good lighting, clean classroom), 
and ideal benefactions (personal ideals, goals, priorities). These are 
personal in nature and are designed to motivate the individual toward co- 
operative work in the group by providing him with personal rewards that 
have utility to him. 

The general incentives include associational attractiveness (social 
compatibility) , adaptations of conditions to habitual methods and atti- 
tudes (school routine), the opportunity of enlarged participation (shared 
decision^making) , and the condition of communion (support by the informal 
organization in regard to what the proper personal attitudes should be). 
These are of a non-material nature and more complex because they involve 
more than a single individual; that is, they are created in relation to a 
social group. For this reason, the organization has difficulty in con- 
trolling their distribution* 

Further understanding of organizational incentives has been provided 
in a study by Dubin (1970). The study was designed to describe sources of 
attachment to work. More than three thousand industrial workers were asked 
to select from a list of 124 items (each of which represented a source of 
work attachment) the things about their work which wftre of importance to 
them. The questionnaire included a separate job satisfaction question 
providing five alternative responses aniong which the respondent chose one. 
The five responses v;cre: very satisfied, satisfied, indifferent, dissat- 
isfiedj and very dissatisfied. 

Dubin (1970) asserted that the most general finding was that the vast 
majority of work attachment items (ndnety-five or seventy-seven percent) 
were systematically related to job satisfaction. Furthermore, two system- 
atic relationships emerged, (a) A parabolic relationship was found for 
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.c-^venty- three of the ninety-five significant relationships. In other 
words, the extreme categories of job satisfaction showed a higher pro- 
portion choosing the item than the middle categories, (b) In the case 

^ twenty-two work attachment items there was a linear relationship with 
Job satisfaction such that the proportion choosing the item systematically 
either rises with increasing satisfaction or decreases. These findings 
were apparent from the raw data. 

In addition, three more general findings were delineated as follows: 
(c) Dissatisfied workers value extrinsic job factors, autonomy in work, 
and payoffs from working, (d) Satisfied workers value extrinsic job 
factors (but not the same ones as dissatisfied workers) and cooperation at 
work, (e) Indifferent workers value extrinsic job factors, autonomy in 
work, payoff for working and cooperation at work. Therefore, Dubin con- 
cluded that people who are indifferent in their job satisfaction are not 
indifferent about work because they have strong sources of attachment to 
work. 

Based on the findings of parabolic and jinear relaulonships and the 
unique sources of work attachments for satisfied, dissatisfied, and in- 
different work groups, Dubin (1970) developed a three tier incentive sys- 
tem. Minimal incentives which would include work attachment items consid- 
ered equally important at all levels of job satisfaction constitute Tier I. 
Indifferent workers would receive the minimal incentives plus those in 
Tier II. Some of the work attachment items would be shared with both sat- 
isfied and dissatisfied workers, although indifferent workers are some- 
what more like dissatisfied workers than satisfied workers. Finally, Tier 
III consists of two different and additional incentives packages with one 
designed for dissatisfied workers and the second designed for satisfied 
workers. 

A replication of the 1970 Dubin study by Fuller and Miskel (1972) in 
the public schools revealed a somewhat different set of findings. Conse- 
quently, a modification of the three tier incentive system was proposed. 
In support of Dubin' s theory, teachers selected 75 percent of the work 
features considered important by industrial workers. However, while in- 
different industrial workers did not select incentive items more frequent- 
ly than satisfied and dissatisfied workers, the indifferent teachers se- 
lected a larger proportion of items more frequently than did satisfied or 
dissatisfied teachers. 

On the basis of their findings. Fuller and Miskel (1972) proposed a 
two tier incentive system for teachers. Minimal incentives considered 
equally important by satisfied, indifferent, and dissatisfied teachers 
compose the lowest tier. The work attacliments in this tier are related 
to the following: interpersonal relationships, extrinsic work factors, 
security, and ancillary organizations. 

The second tier of incentives include the additional items that are 
differentially important to each group — the satisfied, the indifferent, 
and the dissatisfied teachers. Satisfied teachers would receive addi- 
tional incentives related to achievement and recognition; indifferent 
teachers would receive additional incentives related to working conditions 
and work autonomy; and dissatisfied teachers would receive additional 
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Incentives emphasi ing ancillary o/ganizations , interpersonal relations 
with peers and supervisors, and extrinsic work features. 

The two tier incentive system shares similarities with the previously 
discussed theories by Dubin (1970) and Herzberg et al. (1959) for indus- 
trial workers. In addition, the responses and the modified incentive sys- 
tem support the assertion that satisfied and dissatisfied teachers value 
incentives which can be associafi to the findings of Sergiovanni (1967) 
in educational organizations. 

Job Satisfaction 

Although the satisfaction level of teachers has long been an area 
of intense interest to researchers in personnel management, a review of 
the literature relating to education reveals little substantive knowledge 
(Robinson, 1964). Smith, Kendall and Hulin (1969) - attributed this lack 
of knowledge production in previous studies to simplistic conceptualiza- 
tions of satisfaction and inadequate research strategies. However, March 
and Simon (1958) and Adams (1963), as organizational theorists in indus- 
try, have developed promising theoretical frameworks for studying job sat- 
isfaction. Consequently, the position reflected in the present study is 
that, by adapting the inducements-contributions theory of March and Simon, 
the inequity theory of Adams, the empirical research of Smith et al., and 
further refinements of each to educators and educational organizations, the 
potential for significant research findings are enhanced. 

Before elaborating on satisfaction as the criterion variable, a brief 
review of the positions supported in the first two parts of this literature 
review are needed. First, each individual receives from the organization 
incentives in return for which he makes contributions based on his work 
motivations to the organization. Second, each individual will continue 
his participation ia an organization only so long as the incentives of- 
fered to him are as great or greater (measured subjectively in terms of 
his motivation) than the contributions he is asked to make. 

Smith et al. (1969) define job satisfactions as feelings or affective 
responses to facets of the situation. Furthermore, feelings of satisfac- 
tion are associated with a perceived difference between what is expected 
as a fair and reasonable return and what is experienced. March and 
Simon's (1958) general model of satisfaction based on inducements and 
contributions partially explains the relationships among individual 
motivation, organizational incentives, and job satisfaction alluded to by 
Smith et al. The primary assertions of the model as are follows: (a) The 
lower the satisfaction of the individual, the more search for alternative 
programs he will undertake, (b) The more search, the higher the ex- 
pected reward. (c) The higher the expected value of reward, the higher 
the satisfaction, (d) The higher the expected value of reward, the 
greater the motivation of the individual. (e) The higher the level of 
aspiration, the lower the satisfaction. Consequently, motivation to con- 
tribute stems from a present or anticipated state of dissatisfaction and 
a perception of a direct connection between individual contribution and 
a new state of satisfaction. 



Adams (1963) has developed a social inequity theory that is based on 
Festinger*s (1957) theory of cognitive dissonance and roughly parallels 
the assertions of March and Simon (1958). Tht basic postulate of Adams' 
theory is that inequity exists for an individual whenever his perceived 
job inputs and/or outcomes stand psychologically in obverse relation to 
what he perceives are the inputs and/or outcomes of similar individuals. 
The first logical extension of this postulate is that the presence of in- 
equity will motivate the individual to achieve equity or reduce inequity. 
The second extension is that the strength of motivation to achieve equity 
will vary directly with the amount of inequity. Finally, the third ex- 
tension is that satisfaction increases as inequity decreases. 

By cc^ceptually merging the foregoing literature, two propositions 
can be made about teacher motivation, incentives offered by the educa- 
tional organization, and the level of satisfaction. There will b& a 
congruency between those aspects designated as motivators and the types 
of incentives offered by the organization as indicated by teachers who 
are satisfied. Likewise, there will be an incongruency between those 
aspects designated as motivators and the types of incentives offered by 
the organization as indicated by teachers who are dissatisfied. 

Primary Life Interests 

With the above propositions in mind, a dilemma of organizational 
theory must now be considered. The dilemma, so ably developed by Argyris 
(1960), postulates a basic incongruency between the needs of a mature 
personality and the requirements of formal organizations. If the postu- 
late is true 5 then many teachers would suffer from frustration and dis- 
satisfaction because fulfillment of their self-actualization needs would 
be blocked. However, Strauss (1963) maintained that the foregoing hy- 
pothesis is based on the value judgment that the job should be a primary 
form of need satisfaction for everyone. But tho primary focus of many 
peoples' lives is not the job, but the home or coraiaunity. Dubin (1968) 
supported Strauss when he stated that the basic mechanism by which the 
dilemma is resolved is that of partial involvement of individuals in 
particular institutional settings. Given the wide range of areas of daily 
life, each person selects only a few as primary life interests. In those 
areas of action that are central to the individual, strong attachments 
and involvement are developed. 

It is in these areas that self-realization and mature healthy person- 
ality expressions are achieved. In the remaining areas of required be- 
havior, not primary to the person's interests (including the job), there 
may be no need for selt-realization as it is satisfied elsewhere. Conse- 
quently, individuals can meet organizational goals, irrespective of their 
conflict with p<=»rsonal ^cals , in situations where the behaviors are not 
primary to his life interests. 

Based on the conceptual position of Strauss (1963) and Dubin (1968), 
a mediating /ariable between individual motivation, organizational incen- 
tives, and the level of job satisfaction is the primary life interests of 
the individual. This variable could explain possible variations from the 
previously developed proposition. For example, using Herzberg*s theory of 
motivation in the school setting there would be a congruency between 
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intrinsic motivation, intrinsic rewards, and positive satisfaction. 
However, if an individual's primary life interests are not in the job, 
a person could be satisfied with his job if the incentives were extrin- 
sic. The reason for this could be that the extrinsic reward would make 
it possible to expand and enhance the opportunities in the primary life 
interest area for self-realization. Therefore, an additional proposition 
relating motivation to work, incentives and job satisfaction can be ex- 
plained by the individual's primary life interests* 

The research findings of Gerhardt and Miskel (1972) lend indirect 
support to the foregoing conceptual assertions. They found primary life 
interests to be an intervening variable for predicting satisfaction from 
conflict; that is teachers whose primary life interests were in the job 
reported a higher level of conflict and job satisfaction than teacher^ 
whose primary life's interests were outside the job. 

Research Objectives 

After evaluating the foregoing empirical studies and theoretical 
positions, the following objectives were formulated to guide this in- 
vestigation: 

(a) To evaluate the research instruments which were constructed or 
modified to study motivation, incentives, satisfaction, and pri- 
mary life interest. 

(b) To develop basic research conclusions frcm the data regarding the 
interrelationships among motivation, incentives, satisfaction, 
and primary life interest. 

(c) To evaluate the applicability to the educational organization 
existing theories of motivation and incentives to work currently 
related to industrial organizations* 

(d) To b'lild a quasi-theory of motivation and incentives to work for 
educational organizations. 

Method 

Instruments 

Four instruments were used in the present study to provide separate 
measures of (a) work motivation of teachers, (b) present school organiz- 
ational incentives, (c) job satisfaction, and (d) primary life interests. 
The measure of work motivation was an adapted version of the Work Compo- 
nents Study (WCS) developed by Borgatta (1967) and Borgatta, Ford, and 
Bohrnstedt (1968) in an industrial setting. As developed by Borgatta 
et al., the WCS operationalized Herzberg's two-factor theory of job satis- 
faction. Items paralleling Herzberg's motivator and hygiene factors were 
written in an attempt to "get at" intrinsic and extrinsic factors in work 
motivation. Responses to each item are given on a five point Likert-scale. 
The final form of the WCS contained seven independent subscales identified 
by factor analytic procedures (Borgatta et al., 1968). 

This measure was recently revised for use in the educational orga- 
nization by Miskel and Heller (1972). The adaptation consisted of 
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changing industrial-related words in particular items to words pertaining 
to the educational environment, e.g., "A job where the emphasis would be 
on carrying out clearly outlined company policies" was changed by substi- 
tuting "school district" for the word "company." Analyses indicated that 
the structure of the revised WCS consisted of six independent factors of 
work motivation operating in the school organization. The items describ- 
ing each of the six factors matched the items identifying each of the six 
factors as reported by Borgatta et al. Q968) . These factors of work 
motivation are: 

(a) Potential for personal challenge and development. 

(b) Competiveness desirability and reward of success. 

(c) Tolerance for work pressure. 

(d) Conservative security. 

(e) Willingness to seek reward in spite of uncertainty vs. avoidance 
of uncertainty. 

(f) Surround concern. 

The additional factor labeled Responsiveness to nevj demands identified by 
Borgatta et al. (1968) seemer' to collapse in the educational organization 
with the subscale measuring Tolerance for work pressure. Additional sup-- 
port for use of the revised WCS includes alpha reliability coefficients 
(Cronbach, 1951) for the six subscales ranging from .64 to .87. These 
reliability estimates corresponded with the estimates give by Borgatta 
et al. (1968). 

As part of the present project and preliminary to the main part of 
the study, data for cross-validation of the adapted WCS (labeled the Ed-- 
ucational Work Components Study, EWCS, in this study) were collected and 
analyzed. Appendixes A, B, and C present a summary of the pilot study 
findings. Based on the results of this pilot study in conjunction with 
the results of the study by Miskel and Heller (1972), seven items were de- 
leted. In general, the cross-validation indicated that response patterns 
are very stable for each of the six subscales within the population of 
public school teachers. Subscale alpha reliability coefficients for the 
pilot sample ranged from .74 to .83. EWCS items appear in Appendix D. 

To measire incentives operating in the educational organization, items 
in the revised EWCS were rewritten to appear as incentives and were re* 
sponded to on a five point Likert-scale . In changing the orientation of 
the EWCS from an instrument measuring work motivation to one measuring 
incentives actually operating in the system, one is able to obtain infor- 
mation on not only "what is important to the individual in his work" (work 
motivation) , but also "if things that are important to the individual 
actually are occurring in the system." By using the same instrument with 
modifications in directions and wording, the item content was the same for 
both as items were matched, but in one instance they were measuring moti- 
vation and in the other incentives. 

Preliminary data on the school organizational incentive scale (INC) 
from the pilot sample provided assurance that all items were functioning 
adequately with regard to item response variability. Because items on 
the INC were matched with those on the revised EWCS to provide an indi- 
cation of the discrepancy between work motivation and school incentives, 
similar subscale patterns would not necessarily be expected; therefore. 
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further analysis of the INC was considered unnecessary in the pilot study. 
Directions and items are given in Appendix D. 

The third instrument used in the present study was a measure of job 
satisfaction. A search of the literature failed to find a measure with 
established validity and reliability suitable for the purposes of this 
investigation. As a result, a series of Likert-scaled items were devel- 
oped to measure job satisfaction. These items were pretested in the 
pilot study and resulted in a final scale of six items. This scale also 
appears in Appendix D. 

The last measure was a five-point Likert-scaled series of seven items 
measuring primary life interests (PLI). As indicated in Appendix C, the 
results of the pilot data for this scale were not encouraging. Based upon 
those preliminary pilot results, several new items with high face validity 
were written and were included in the final version of the Instrument. 
These items also can be found in Appendix D, 

Each of the above scales were combined and appeared as a single sur-- 
vey instrument (Appendix D) . In addition to the items mentioned, several 
background items were included. While items were matched in the EWCS and 
the INC, they did not follow in the same sequence. Items in the INC were 
scrambled to avoid any response pattern that could cause a relationship 
between responses on the two scales. The order in which the two instru- 
ments appeared in the questionnaire also was counterbalanced (half with 
the EWCS preceding the INC and half with it following) with the job satis- 
faction items and PLI items being mixed and always last in order. 



Sampling and Data Collection Procedures 

The target population in the present study consisted of all public 
school teachers in the state of Kansas. An up-to-date list containing 
the names by school districts of 29,564 teachers and other school person- 
nel was obtained from the State Department of Education. Each name on the 
list was assigned a number beginning from one. A random sample of 3400 
individuals was then selected by generating 3400 random numbers between 
one and 29,564 by computer,^ 

The method of data collection from the 3400 random subjects (^s; 
was that of the mail questionnaire. The survey instrument was mailed to 
each S^ in a single envelope along with a stamped, addressed envelope for 
returning the completed questionnaire. Two follow-up mailings spaced ap- 
proximately three weeks apart to nonrespondents with additional encourage- 
ment to reply were made. After replies to the second follow-up mailing 
had been received, a subsample of 100 nonrespondents was randomly selected 
and an intensive effort was made to collect data from this subsample. 
These nonrespondents were personally contacted by telephone at which time 
the importance of their response was stressed and a commitment to fill out 
a questionnaire was obtained if possible. 



lAll computations in this study were performed by the Honeywell 635 
computer. University of Kansas Computation Center. 
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As outlined, the above procedure allowed for data to be collected to 
help protect against invalidation of results due to the greatest disadvan- 
tage of mail questionnaires, the nonresponse. In discussing the relative 
bias (RB) introduced to a study by the nonresponse, Kish (1965) indicates 
that the RB of any sample mean is a function of the discrepancy between 
the mean for respondents and the mean for nonrespondents and the propor- 
tion of nonrespondents in the total sample. To study this response bias, 
Oppenheim (1966) suggests two possible strategies: (a) compare respon- 
dents with nonrespondents and (b) compare early respondents with late 
respondents, for in many cases, it has been found that respondents who 
send in their questionnaires very late are roughly similar to nonrespon*: 
dents. To allow for these comparisons, returns from each mailing were 
categorized separately. 

Initial steps with regard to questionnaire construction also was 
taken to maximize the probability of a large response. The cover letter 
accompanying the instrument (Appendix D) helped to establish rapport by 
indicctting that results were for research purposes only, that S_ was one 
of 3500 sampled, and that, if requested, a summary of results would be 
mailed upon completion of the study. 

In addition to the above sampling and data collection procedure, data 
on 133 first year teachers no^ included on the original list were col- 
lected. As indicated in Table 1, the inclusion of the first year teachers 
in the sample resulted in a total of 3533 questionnaires originally mailed. 



Table 1 



Frequency and Percent of Mail Questionnaire Returns by Group 



Original Number of Questionnaires 



3533 



Sample Reduction 



Addresses unknown 

No longer teaching 

Non-teacher respondents 

Estimated non-teacher nonrespondents 



202 

371 
121 



Adjusted Teacher Sample Total 



2799 



Return Group 

First mailing 
Second mailing 
Third mailing 

Special follow-up (nonrespondents?) 
First year teachers 
Incomplete forms 



Frequency 



Percent 



Nonrespondents 



Totals 



973 
549 
328 

56 
133 

o5 
2104 
695 



34.8 
19.6 
11.7 
2.0 
4.8 
2.3 
75.2 
24.8 
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Two hundred and two of these 3533 were returned with addresses unknown 
and 47 indicated that they were no longer teaching. Eliminating these 
Ss from the original sample resulted in a final sample of 3284 S,s . The 
frequency and percent of returns per mailing are given in Table 1. Of 
the total 2475 returned questionnaires, 371 indicated their primary school 
responsibilities involved duties other than teaching, e.g., principals and 
superintendents. Assuming that the proportion of nonteachers is the same 
for nonrespondents as respondents (the authors do not have the data to sub- 
stantiate this assumption) , then one can estimate that approximately 
14.99% or 121 of the nonrespondents are nonteachers. Subtracting the num- 
ber of nonteachers from the total sample size leaves an estimated adjusted 
sample of 2799 teachers from the target population. Questionnaires were 
received from 2104 or 75.2% of this sample. Of those questionnaires re- 
turned, only 3% were incomplete and therefore unusable for data analysis 
purposes . 

Table 2 presents background data on the 2039 Ss whose scores were 
used in the data analysis. The descriptive data is presented for ele- 
mentary-secondary and male-female combinations plus a total for the 
entire sample. As indicated the total sample consisted of 914 female 
elementary teachers, 104 male elementary teachers, 505 female secondary 
teachers, and 516 ma^e secondary teachers* 



Results 

Mailing Group Analysis 

As previously indicated in Table 1, completed returns were^not re- 
ceived from 100% of the sampled S_s. To determine possible invalidation 
of results and conclusions due to response differences in respondents 
and nonrespondents, comparisons were made among mailing groups on the 14 
major variables under investigation. Means and standard deviations on the 
six subscales of both the Educational Work Components Study (EWCS) and 
Organizational Incentive Scale (INC), job satisfaction, and primary life 
interest (PLI) for those responding to the initial mailing, to the first 
follow-up mailing, to the second follow-up mailing, and the nonrespondent 
group are given in Table 3. All individuals that completed a question- 
naire, including nonteachers ,' are represented in this table. A visual 
comparison of the means across groiips for each variable indicates a high 
degree of stability. 

To test for statistical significance in the differences between group 
profiles on the 14 variables, a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) 
was conducted. The computer program used in the computation required equal 
sample sizes per group (Dixon, 1969; BMDX69) , thus necessitating the se- 
lection of a random sample of size 56 from each of the three groups of 
respondents to make the comparisons. The MANOVA comparing group centroids 
for the 14 variables resulted in an approximate £ statistic of 1.235 which 
was not significant at the .05 level (.10<p<.15, df-42,614). Based upon 
this result and the lack of large visual discrepancies between any varia- 
ble means for the four groups, the conclusion was reached that no signif- 
icant difference in mean responses existed between groups; therefore, they 
could be considered as samples from the same population and combined for 
further analyses. 



13 





CO 




a 




o 




•H 












a 




•H 








•g 




O 




o 












> 












60 




a 












a 




(d 


Q) 


Q) 


iH 


H 


X> 




(d 




H 










Q) 




CO 




M 




O 








(d 




u 




(d 












§ 








o 




u 




00 




»^ 




a 




(d 




« 



(d 

a 
o 
u 



M 

(d 
a 

6 
0) 



ON 
CO 

o 

CM 

(d li 

O Z 



o 

•H 

« „ 



H 

Q> li 



0) ON 

cd li 

e 



o 



0} u 

S5 



cd 

•H 



00 



00 
CO 



00 

CO 



CO 



CO 



o 



00 

CO 



00 

CO 



iH vO O <N| iH O 
O iH m iH CM O 



m H iH iH O iH 
CM CO iH <t CO 
CO O CM <t 



O <t O <t CM 
O iH m iH CM 



<t CM O CJN O 

m vo «-! 

CM I 



O O 00 00 <t 
O iH CO iH CO 



•H iH vO iH 

m cTv 



CM iH vO 00 CO O 
O CM m O iH o 



CTv <t O O O 
iH iH CM 



iH CO CO iH CM 
O iH m iH CM 



iH <r m iH CO 

•H m iH CM I 



M 
00 

Q 



u 

O 



(0 

3 



(0 

u 
(d 

0) 



0) 
00 

< 

(d 



a ^ oc 

a o Q> 

0) cd Q 

M (d M 

^ X o 

o w o 

•H Q> cd 

cd 



Q) 

M Q) 
00 Q) 

Q 00 
0) 

J» Q 

U (0 
o - 
•H U 

O (0 



Q) 
M 
00 

0) 
Q 

Q) 

(0 4J 

cd 

M 

o 

4J 



m a\ \D 
•H O 



O o Ch 
O iH CM 
CO \0 iH 



CJN <t 
•H O 



m vo <t 
cj\ CO 

CO 



O 

CM 



CM 



00 
00 



<t vO 

uo tn 



m vo CJN 
iH o 



00 r-i m 

CO o\ 00 



00 o 



00 



00 

CO 



00 



CO 



00 
o 



00 



vo 



M 

o 



(0 

cd Q) 0) 

4-» iH M 

CO 00 M Q) 



Cd CO 
u 

•H 

M 





00 
















1-5 


vo 












a 






o 

•H 






4J 






•H 




M 


(0 




O 


O 




U 


f:L. 




Cd 






a 


4J 






a 




-d 


Q) 






(0 






Q) 




a 


M 


a 


cd 










o 


(0 


a 




cd 




& 




Q) 


u 


a 


a 




a 


a 




Q) 


Q) 




•H 


•H 


•H 


M 


M 


cd 


Q) 


Q) 


u 




a 

X 


to 














(0 


(0 


o 


M 


M 




cd 


cd 




Q> 


Q> 


a 






Q) 






a 


a 


a 


M 


cd 


cd 


Q) 






04 









ERIC 



14 



Table 3 

Means and Standard Deviations for Mailing Groups of Respondents 
and Nonrespondents on the EWCS Subscales, INC Subscales, 
Job Satisfaction (JS) and Primary Life Interest (PLI) 



EWCS Sub scales 



Mailing Gro 


JP 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


PLI 


Initial 


Mean 


29.25 


27.45 


26.35 


24.85 


18.67 


40.80 


24.05 


(N = 1191) 


S.D. 


2.77 


4.71 


3.63 


3.96 


4.77 


3.98 


4.06 


First 


Mean 


28.88 


27.04 


26.06 


25.35 


18.35 


40.94 


24.12 


Fol low-Up 


S.D. 


2.87 


4.49 


3.45 


3.87 


4.75 


3.87 


3.91 


(N = 616) 


















Second 


Mean 


28.94 


27.35 


26.08 


25.29 


18.89 


40.80 


23.92 


Fol low-Up 


S.D. 


2.66 


4.61 


3.73 


4.16 


4.62 


3.70 


4.05 


(N = 373) 


















Non- 


Mean 


27.62 


26.23 


25.91 


25.32 


18.57 


39.62 


22.66 


respondents 


S.D. 


3.45 


4.35 


3.45 


3.79 


4.27 


4.27 


4.79 



(N = 56) 



Incentive Subscales 



Mailing Group 



JS 



Initial 

First 
Fol low-Up 

Second 
Fol low-Up 

Non- 
respondents 



Mean 
S.D. 

Mean 
S.D. 

Mean 
S.D. 

Mean 
S.D. 



26.13 
3.95 

26.13 
3.91 

26.14 
3.81 

24.89 
6.53 



18. 47 
3.90 

18.80 
4.01 

18.99 
3.79 

18.16 
4.52 



28.63 
3.48 

28.10 
3.66 

28.10 
3.67 

27.11 
5.52 



22.84 
3.66 

23.26 
3.39 

23.47 
3.35 

22.55 
5.17 



18.68 
4.79 

18.38 
4.69 

19.79 
4.76 

18.32 
5.34 



33.58 
5.43 

33.78 
5.34 

34.16 
5.53 

30.41 
7.31 



21.25 
3.91 

21.46 
3.97 

21.51 
3.83 

21.04 
3.47 



Factoral Structure ; EWCS and INC 

To investigate the similarities or differences between the struc- 
ture of incentives, as measured by the INC, and factors involved in 
motivation, as measured by the EWCS, responses to the items in each mea- 
sure were factor analyzed using an initial principle components analysis 
with subsequent varimax rotation. Six factors were rotated in the INC 
to correspond with the number of subscales in the parallel EWCS. Table 
4 presents the factor loadings categorized by EWCS subscales for the 
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Table 4 

EWCS and Incentive Item Factor Loadings on the EWCS Subscales 









EWCS 


INC 


INC 


EWCS 


Factor 


Factor 


Item 




Item 


Loading 


Loading 


Number 


Factor i. Potential for Pei'sonal Challenge and Development 






there would be emphasis 


.64 


.69 


7 




on originality. 








38. 


I would always have a 


.63 




16 




chance to learn something 










new. 








30. 


the school district would 


.59 


.42 


17 




encouragvi further 










specialized work. 








27. 


there would be emphasis 


.59 


.69 


1 




on individual ability. 








35- 


I would have a chance to 


.58 


.36 


24 




further my formal 










education. 








10. 


there would be 


.57 


.74 


6 




opportunity for 










creative work. 








20. 


I would have an 


.49 


.57 


4 




opportunity to really 










accomplish something, even 








if others wouldn't know 










about it. 








Factor 2. Competitiveness Desirability (& Reward 


of Success) 




12. 


salary increases would be 


.78 


.75 


32 




determined by the amount 










of effort exerted. 








45- 


salary increases would be a 


.75 


,80 


43 




matter of how much effort 










you put in. 








2. 


salary increases would be 


.72 


.75 


41 




strictly a matter of how 










much I accomplished for 










the school district. 








43. 


there would be emphasis 


.62 


**.30(Factor 1) 


8 




on the actual production 










record. 








33. 


competition would be open 


.49 


.42 


30 




and encouraged. 








8. 


the school district would 


• 45 


.35 


46 



be involved in heavy 
professional competition. 
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Table 4 (continued) 



EWCS INC INC 

EWCS Factor Factor Item 

Item Loading Loading Number 



31. 



17. 



there would be opportunities 

to earn bonxises. 
persons would be terminated 

if they do not produce 

quality work. 



*.43 



.39 



.46 14 
**.35 (Factor 5) 13 



Factor 3. Tolerance for Work Pressure 

9. the work might be .68 

excessive sometimes 
42. the work might come in .68 

big pushes sometimes. 
18. I might sometimes have .65 

to take work home with me. 
5. school related problems .64 

might come up that I would 

have to take care of myself 

outside regular hours. 
44. I might be on call when .62 

there is pressure to 

get jobs done. 

23. the work might build up .56 

"pressures" on me. 

24. the amount of work would .52 

vary. 

15. the schedule of hours .40 
might have to be flexible 
in response to amount 
of work. 

Factor 4^ Conservative Security 

37. the work would be routine, .71 

but highly respected in 

the community. 
22. the work would be routine, .70 

but the initial salary 

would be high. 
11. the work would be routine, .70 

but not hard to do. 
32. promotions would come .64 

automatically. 
41. the salary increases would be .50 

regularly scheduled. 



.68 
.64 
.43 
.51 

.52 
.61 



15 
9 

38 
37 

18 

33 
40 



**.31 (Factor 2) 39 



.66 

*.52 

.66 
.29 



22 

28 

21 
3 
45 
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Table 4 (continued) 









EWCS 


INC 


INC 


EWCS 


Factor 


Factor 


Item 


Item 


Loading 


Loading 


Number 


7. 


I would be involved in 


.44 


.49 


19 




managing small groups of 










people doing routine jobs. 






29. 


I would be under a tenure 


.44 


**-.39 (Factor 5) 29 




sys tem . 








47, 


there would be emphasis 


.37 




5 




on satisfying superiors 










by carrying out school 










policy. 








Factor 5. Willingness to Seek Rewards In Spite 


of 






Uncertainty vs. Avoidance 






36. 


I could get fired 


.76 


.71 


20 




easily, but the rewards 










would be high. 








21. 


I could get fired easily. 


.72 


76 


2 


1. 


I could get fired easily. 


.66 


78 


27 




but the work would be 










very interesting. 






48 


40. 


the job would be insecure. 


.66 


.68 


46. 


rewards would be high. 


.6^ 


.30 


36 




but if one loses his job 










it would be very difficult 








to get another one. 






34 


28. 


there would be little 


.63 


.61 




permanency of positions. 






44 


16. 


the work might run out, 


.58 


.37 




but it would be 










extremely interesting 










while it lasted. 








3. 


I could not be sure I could 


.56 


.67 


10 




keep my job as long as I 










want it. 








Factor 6. Surround Concern 








26. 


the ventilation would be 


.69 


.67 


31 




modern. 






23 


19, 


the physical working 


.67 


.71 




conditions would be 










attractive • 








13. 


the climate would be 


.64 


*.42 


49 




pleasant. 




.67 


12 


4. 


the lighting would be good. 


.57 
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Table 4 (continued) 



EWCS 
Item 



EWCS INC INC 

Factor Factor Item 

Loading Loading Number 



.56 .48 26 

.56 -55 11 



14. the comiriunity would be a 

wonderful place to 

raise a family. 
6. the community would have 

good recreation facilities. ,^ ,r> ^ n\ / o 

25. the fringe benefits would be .53 **.^8 (Factor 2) 42 

very good. 25 
34. the community would have a *.53 -OJ- 

good social and cultural 

life 

48. I would have nice people *.50 **.41 (Factor 1) 47 

for co-workers. ^„ ,^ ^ i\ i<; 

39. the supervisors would be *.40 **.52 (Factor 1) 35 

nice people. 
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*Item cross-loaded on another subscale with a loading greater than .30, 
but less than its loading on the correct subscale. 

**Item did not load on the correct subscale, but loaded or the factor 
indicated in parentheses with the factor loading indicated. 

matched EWCS and INC items. A visual comparison of factor loadings across 
matched items for each subscale indicates that with only a few excep- 
tions, the structure of incentives as measured by J^^J^^i^^^^^Xlata 
to the factors involved in motivation as measured by the EWCS. The data 
in Table 4 give further evidence supporting the factorial validity ot 
both instruments. 

Items that cross-loaded with loadin-s greater than .30 on two fac- 
tors included item 31 in subscale 2 aad items 34, 39, and 48 in subscale 
6 of the EWCS and item 28 in subscale 4 and item 49 in subscale 6 of the 
INC. In all six cases, the largest loadings were on the correct sub- 
scales. In addition to the items that cross-loaded, INC item 40 in sub- 
scale 3 and INC item 45 in subscale 4 did not load on any factors above 
!30 AS also indicated in Table 4, INC items 8, 13. 39 ,29 42, 47 and 
35 all loaded on factors other than the subscale to which their matched 
EWCS item belonged. 

Internal consistency reliability coefficient estimates using coef- 
ficient alpha (Cronbach. .951) were obtained for the EWCS subscales the 
measure of job satisfaction and the measure of primary life interest. 
These coefficients* were .78, .79, .77, .72, .82, .82, .70, and .73, 
respectively. 
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Independent Subscales : Regression and Discriminant Analyses 



In each of the following analyses, the "otal sample of teachers was 
divided into subgroups on the basis of sex and teaching level (elementary- 
secondary) . Means and standard deviations for each of the four groups 
on EWCS and INC subscales, job satisfaction, and primary life interest 
are given in Table 5. The intercorrelation matrices for each group are 
presented in Appendix E. To investigate the overall relationship between 
EWCS subscales, INC subscales, job satisfaction, and primary life interest 
within subgroups, two different analysis strategies were completed. 
First, the linear combination of EWCS variables, INC variables, and pri- 
mary life interest which would maximize prediction of job satisfaction was 
determined using a multiple regression procedure. Wliile a stepwise regres- 
sion procedure was actually used in the analysis, Cooley and Lohnes (1971) 
cautioned researchers of the enormous hazards of capitalization on chance 
of the stepwise approach to selecting the best set of predictors. There- 
fore, all 13 variables were entered into the final prediction equation, 
but primary life interest was the last variable entered in each case to 
determine if it would add significantly to the prediction of job satisfac- 
tion. The second approach used was a discriminant analysis to determine 
which linear combination of variables would maximize discrimination between 
a high satisfaction and a low satisfaction group. All S^s were combined 
and assi>^ned to one of two groups based on the median for the total score 
distribution. Those having scores above the median were operationally de- 
fined as high satisfaction and those belcw the median as low satisfaction. 
This procedure assured that groups would be defined the same across sex by 
teaching level subgroups. 

Regression Analyses 

Secondary Male Teachers . Table 6 presents a summary of the multiple 
regression for secondary male teachers in predicting job satisfaction. To 
facilitate interpretation of the importance of various predictors in the 
final equation, several indices are given: the standardized regression 
coefficient (beta weight) , the beta weight squared, the correlation of the 
predictor with the criterion, the product of the beta weight and criterion 
correlation, and the regression factor structure ccefficient. The squared 
beta weight and beta times the correlation between predictor and criterion 
are generally used to estimate the approximate proportion of criterion var- 
iance accounted for by a predictor (although neither is an exact or inde- 
pendent estimate). However, Cooley and Lohnes (1971) have identified the 
regression factor structure coefficient (structure R) which places little 
emphasis on the magnitude of the beta weights and, therefore, can be used 
as an independent interpretive device in identifying the important contrib- 
uting variables in the prediction equation. As defined and calculated, the 
structure R is the correlation between a predictor variable and the £re- 
dicted criterion score from the regression equation. 

The multiple correlation coefficient with all 13 predictor variables 
entered into the regression equation was .547 which accounted for 29.9% of 
the job satisfaction variability. When tested, the regression equation was 
statistically significant with an F value of 16.47 (p<.05; df^ = 13,502). 
Beta weights for seven variables, INC subscales 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, EWCS sub- 
scale 3, and PLI, differed significantly from zero. From this group, 
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Table 5 

Means and Standard Deviations for Sex by Teaching Level 
Combinations on the EWCS Subscales , Incentive Subscales, 
Job Satisfaction, and Primary Life Interest 



Elementary 



Variable 



Male 
(N = 104) 



Female 
(N = 914) 





Mean 


S.D. 


Mean 


S.D. 


EWCS Sub scale 










1 (7 items) 


28.78 


3.07 


29.02 


2.89 


2 (8 items) 


27.30 


4.56 


26.00 


4.44 


3 (8 items) 


26.06 


3.66 


25.61 


3.48 


4 (8 items) 


25.52 


4.12 


25.50 


4.07 


5 (8 items) 


18.46 


5.42 


18.11 


3.65 


6 (10 items) 


40.55 


3.46 


40.95 


3.91 


INC Subscale 










1 


25.53 


4.45 


26.53 


3.91 


2 


18.17 


3.45 


18.91 


3.73 


3 


27.29 


3.65 


27.94 


3.53 


4 


23.61 


3.20 


23.17 


3.69 


5 


18.21 


4.90 


18.26 


4.63 


6 


32.76 


5.38 


34.28 


5.58 


Job Satisfaction 


20.90 


4.05 


21.97 


3.76 


Primary Life Interest 


24.31 


4.38 


23.88 


3.85 



Variable 



EWCS Subscale 



Male 
(N = 516) 



Secondary 



Female 
(N = 505) 



1 


28.87 


2.69 


29 


.41 


2.93 


2 


28.53 


4.43 


27 


.28 


4.44 


3 


26.32 


3.34 


25 


.97 


3.51 


4 


24.68 


3.69 


24 


.54 


3.89 


5 


18.93 


4.45 


18 


.53 


4.65 


6 


40.89 


3.88 


40 


.78 


4.20 


INC Subscale 












1 


25.57 


3.91 


25 


.83 


4.14 


2 


17.96 


4.00 


18 


.29 


3.88 


3 


27.88 


3.51 


28 


.59 


3.84 


4 


22.92 


3.42 


23 


.22 


3.44 


5 


18.61 


4.59 


18 


.61 


3.93 


6 


32.66 


5.46 


32 


.91 


5.73 


Job Satisfaction 


20.53 


4.00 


21 


.02 


4.04 


Primary Life Interest 


24.15 


3.93 


23 


.36 


4.33 



21 



INC 1, INC 6, and PLI appear to be the major contributors with EWCS 3 and 
INC 5 having moderate structure R coefficients. It should be noted that 
while INC 3 has a significant and relatively high beta weight, the low 
beta * R index and structure R indicate that it is making a significant 
contribution in combination with the other variables, but independently 
it is not as important in the prediction of job satisfaction as the other 
variables mentioned. 



Table 6 

Multiple Regression Summary for Secondary Males With Job Satisfaction 
as the Criterion Variable and EWCS Subscales, INC Subscales, 
and PLI as Predictor Variables 



R 

Predictor Beta Beta Sq (Criterion) Beta * R Structure R 



PLI 


.271* 


.073 


INC 1 


.244* 


.060 


INC 3 


-.158* 


.025 


INC 6 


.126* 


.016 


EWCS 3 


.115* 


.013 


INC 4 


-.107* 


.011 


EWCS 1 


.089 


.008 


EWCS 6 


-.089 


.008 


INC 5 


-.084* 


.007 


EWCS 4 


.045 


.002 


INC 2 


.025 


.001 


EWCS 5 


.023 


.001 


EWCS 2 


-.006 


.000 



.319 


.086 


.583 


.395 


.097 


.722 


-.082 


.013 


-.150 


.349 


.044 


.638 


.221 


.025 


.404 


-.064 


.007 


-.117 


.156 


.014 


.285 


.052 


-.005 


.095 


-.184 


.016 


-.337 


-.018 


-.001 


-.033 


.102 


.003 


.187 


.032 


.001 


.059 


.062 


.000 


.113 



Multiple R = .547 Multiple R Square = .299 

*These beta weights differ significantly from zero at the .05 level 
of significance (F. = 3.87; df = 1,502). 



Secondary Female Teachers . The multiple regression summary for sec- 
ondary female teachers is given in '^able 7. The multiple correlation coef- 
ficient based on the regression of all 13 predictor variables was .455 
(accounting for 20.7% of the variance). The resulting regression equation 
accounted for a significant proportion of job satisfaction variability 
(F=9.848; df;=13,4^1) with seven variables having beta weights significantly 
different from zero: EWCS 3, 5, 6, INC 1, 3, 6, and PLI. Of these vari- 
ables, INC 1 and 6 have relatively high structure R's while EWCS 3 and PLI 
have low to moderate structure R coefficients. Again, INC 3 has a high 
beta weight, but the other indices indicate that it is not contributing 
independently as much as its beta weight might indicate, but in combination 
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with the other variables adds significantly to the prediction* EWCS 6 
contributes to the prediction, but as a suppressor variable. 

Table 7 

Multiple Regression Summary for Secondary Females With Job Satisfaction 
as the Criterion Variable and EWCS Subscales, INC Subscales, 
and PLI as Predictor Variables 





Predictor 


Beta 


Beta Sq 


R 

(Criterion) 


Beta * R 


Structure R 



Inc 3 


-.231* 


.053 


-.122 


.028 


-.268 


INC 1 


.228* 


.052 


.299 


.068 


.657 


EWCS 3 


.179* 


.032 


.168 


.030 


.369 


PLI 


.170* 


.029 


.151 


.026 


.332 


INC 6 


.164* 


.027 


.270 


.044 


.594 


EWCS 6 


-.113* 


.013 


.004 


.000 


.009 


EWCS 5 


-.102* 


.010 


-.054 


.006 


-.119 


EWCS 1 


.094 


.009 


.090 


.008 


.198 


INC 2 


-.053 


.003 


.046 


-.002 


.101 


EWCS 2 


-.030 


.001 


.026 


-.001 


.057 


INC 4 


.019 


.000 


.020 


.000 


.044 


EWCS 4 


-.011 


.000 


.024 


.000 


.053 


INC 5 


.003 


.000 


-.101 


.000 


-.222 



Multiple R = .455 Multiple R Square = .207 

*These beta weights differ significantly from zero at the .05 level 
of significance (F.^^ = 3.87; df = 1,491). 

Elementary Female Teachers . As indicated in Table 8, the multiple 
correlation coefficient for elementary female teachers was .511. The 
regression was significant (£=24.42; df=13,900) accounting for 26.1% of 
the variance. INC subscales 1, 3, 4, 6, EWCS subscales 1, 3, 5, 6, and 
PLI all contributed significantly to the regression with beta weights 
dittering from zero. INC i and 6 again appear to be the most important 
variables in the regression with EWCS 3 and PLI being of secondary iip- 
portance. INC 3 exhibits the same characteristics as found in the pre- 
vious two groups. 

Elementary Male Teachers . The regression of all 13 predictor vari- 
ables on job satisfaction for elementary males resulted in a multiple 
correlation of .501, which was statistically significant at the .05 level 
of significance (F=2.317; df=13.90). In the resulting final regression 
equation, only PM had a beta weight which differed significantly from 
zero (beta«.293; F«.33; df-1,90). 
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Table 8 

Multiple Regression Summary for Elementary Females With Job Satisfaction 
as the Criterion Variable and EWCS Subscales, INC Subscale 
and PLI as Predictor Variables 



Predictor 


Beta 


Beta Sq 


R 

(Criterion) 


Beta * R 


Structure R 


INC 3 


-.233* 


.054 


-.094 


.022 


-.184 


EWCS 3 


.224* 


.053 


.241 


.054 


.472 


INC 6 


.207* 


.043 


.313 


.065 


.613 


INC 1 


.196* 


.038 


.304 


.060 


.595 


PLI 


.186* 


.034 


.222 


.041 


.435 


EWCS 1 


.107* 


.011 


.123 


.013 


.241 


INC 4 


-.094* 


.009 


-.071 


.007 


-.139 


EWCS 6 


-.080* 


.006 


.022 


-.002 


-.043 


EWCS 5 


-.078* 


.006 


-.008 


.001 


-.016 


EWCS 4 


.026 


.001 


.040 


.001 


.078 


INC 2 


-.008 


.000 


.042 


.000 


.082 


INC 5 


.006 


.000 


-.077 


.000 


.151 


EWCS 2 


.001 


.000 


.007 


.000 


.014 



Multiple R = .511 



Multiple R Square = .261 



*These beta weights differ significantly from zero at the .05 level 
of significance (F.g^ = 3.86; ^f = 1,900), 



Summary . The regression of job satisfaction scores on scores from 
the Ev:CS subscales, INC subscales, and PLI was statistically significant 
for each of the four groups (sex by teaching level). For elementary and 
secondary females, variables appeared to combine in similar fashion to 
predict job satisfaction. An individual who scores high on INC 1, INC 6, 
EWCS 3, and PLI and low on INC 3 will be more satisfied as these were the 
variables that made larger contributions to the prediction. Similarly, 
for secondary males, INC 1, INC 6, INC 3, EWCS 3, and PLI were important 
predictors. In addition, INC 5 also contributed to the prediction. The 
only significant predictor for elementary males was PLI. While similar- 
ities in regression equations exist, the rank order of variables accord- 
ing to the magnitude of their weights differ across groups. 

As previously mentioned, the variable PLI was entered last into the 
regression equation for each group to assess Its effect in the prediction 
of job satisfaction beyond that portion held in common with the INC and 
EWCS subscales. In each case, its inclusion increased the proportion of 
job satisfaction variance accounted for by a significant amount. For 
secondary males, secondary females, elementary females and elementary 
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males, the increase in R squared was 6.5%, 2.6%, 3.1%, and 5.3%, respec- 
tively. 

Discriminant Analyses 

Means and standard deviations on the EWCS subscales , INC subscales, 
and PLI for high and low job satisfaction groups used in the discriminant 
analyses are given in Tables 9 for sex by teaching level subgroups. The 
procedure outlined previously for assigning Ss to high or low satisfaction 
groups resulted in 46 high and 58 low satisfaction elementary males, 220 
high and 296 low satisfaction secondary males , 517 high and 397 low satis- 
faction elementary females, and 236 high and 269 low satisfaction second- 
ary females. 

The standardized discriminant function weights which maximize dif- 
ferences between high and low satisfaction group means are given in Table 
10. Three of the four discriminant functions were statistically signif- 
icant with the one for elementary males being the exception. The weights 
for elementary females indicate that EWCS 3 and INC 3 contribute most to 
the discrimination with INC 3 receiving a negative weight. Of secondary 
importance are INC 1, IN: 6, and PLI. Two other variables, EWCS 5 and 
INC A have low-moderate negative weights. 

PLI and INC 1 recei/ed the highest weights for the secondary male 
group. Other variables receiving low-moderate weights were EWCS 1, EWCS 3, 
EWCS 6, INC 3, and INC 6. For secondary females, INC 1 received the 
highest weight with EWCS 3, INC 3, and EWCS 5 receiving moderate weights. 
Low to moderate weights x'ere given to EWCS 1 and INC 6. It should be 
noted that PLI for seconcary females received a weight lower than the mag- 
nitude in the previous twD groups. 



Discrepancy Scores : Regression and Discriminant Analyses 

Inspection of the differences between means for the high and low sat- 
isfied groups in Table 9 indicates why certain variables received high 
weights and why their signs were positive or negative. In addition to the 
differences between high and low satisfaction groups, discrepancies also 
exist between matched EWCS and INC subscales within each of the satisfac-- 
tiou groups. VJhile the regression analysis and particularly the discrim- 
inant analysis take these differences into account in their weighting pro- 
cedure, they tend to mask these differences, making interpretation dif- 
ficult. To use a more direct method of assessing on a post hoc basis 
whether discrepancies in motivation and incentive subscales relate to job 
satisfaction, scores on each INC subscale were subtracted from scores on 
the paired EWCS subscale for each S^, To avoid negative numbers, a raw 
score of 50 was added to each discrepancy score. Scores above 50 then 
indicate that an individual had a higher score on the motivation subscale 
than the incentive subscale. For scores below 50, the opposite :s true. 
Regression and discriminant analyses we^e then performed using motivation- 
incentive discrepancy scores. 
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Table 9 



Means and Standard Deviations for High vs . Low Job 
Satisfaction by Sex and Teaching Level Subgroups 
on the EWCS Subscales, INC Subscales, and PLI 



High Job Low Job 

Satisfaction Satisfaction 



Variable 


Mean 


S.D. 


Mean 




S.D. 




N=46 


Elementary Males 




N=58 




EWCS 1 


28.50 


2.83 


29.00 




3.26 


INC 1 


26.85 


3.25 


24.48 




4.99 


EWCS 2 


27.41 


4.52 


27.21 




4.63 


INC 2 


18.78 


3.49 


17.69 




3.37 


EWCS 3 


26.52 


3.48 


25.69 




3.79 


INC 3 


27.50 


3.29 


27.12 




3.93 


EWCS 4 


25.72 


3.56 


25.36 




4.54 


INC 4 


23.30 


3.05 


23.84 




3.33 


EWCS 5 


19.37 


5.18 


17.74 




5.55 


INC 5 


17.59 


4.85 


18.71 




4.93 


EWCS 6 


40.26 


3.59 


40.78 




3.36 


INC 6 


34.20 


3.75 


31.62 




6.19 


PLI 


25.37 


3.09 


23.47 




5.06 




N=220 


Secondary Males 


N=296 




EWCS 1 


29.34 


2.86 


28.52 




2.51 


INC 1 


26.84 


3.73 


24.62 




3.78 


EWCS 2 


28.77 


4.39 


28.35 




4.46 


INC 2 


18.15 


4.17 


17.82 




3.88 


EWCS 3 


27.03 


3.12 


25.80 




3.41 


INC 3 


27.64 


3.66 


28.07 




3.39 


EWCS 4 


24.47 


4.06 


24.84 




3.38 


INC 4 


22.80 


3,58 


23.01 




3.31 


EWCS 5 


19.24 


4.59 


18.70 




4.33 


INC 5 


18.03 


4.77 


19.03 




4.42 


EWCS 6 


41.02 


4.00 


40.79 




3.79 


INC 6 


34.19 


5.34 


31.53 




5.28 


PLI 


25.27 


3.78 


23.32 




3.83 
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Table 9 (continued) 



High Job 
Satisfaction 



Low Job 
Satisfaction 



Variable 



Mean 



S^D. 



Mean 



S.D. 



N=517 Elementary Females N=397 



EWCS 1 


29.18 


2.95 


28.81 


2.82 


INC 1 


27.25 


3.77 


25.60 


3.91 


EWCS 2 


26.02 


4.64 


25.97 


4.18 


INC 2 


19.08 


3.67 


18.68 


3.80 


EWCS 3 


26.21 


3.35 


24.82 


3.48 


INC 3 


27.70 


3.72 


28.25 


3.24 


EWCS 4 


25.63 


4.14 


25.33 


3.97 


INC 4 


22.95 


3.67 


23.^6 


3.69 


EWCS 5 


18.07 


4.79 


18.17 


4.46 


INC 5 


18.07 


4.83 


18.51 


4.34 


EWCS 6 


41.00 


4.02 


40.89 


3.76 


INC 6 


35.34 


5.54 


32.89 


5.32 


PLI 


24.64 


3.75 


23.12 


3.85 





N=236 


Secondary Females 


N=269 


EWCS 1 


29.67 


3.02 


29.19 


2.83 


INC 1 


27.03 


3.91 


24.78 


4.06 


EWCS 2 


27.28 


4.59 


27.28 


4.32 


INC 2 


18.53 


3.81 


18.07 


3.94 


EWCS 3 


26.47 


3.66 


25.53 


3.33 


INC 3 


28.27 


4.13 


28.87 


3.55 


EWCS 4 


24.70 


4.06 


24.41 


3.73 


INC 4 


23.29 


3.53 


23.15 


3.37 


EWCS 5 


18.08 


4.78 


18.92 


4.50 


INC 5 


18.03 


4.90 


19.11 


4.90 


EWCS 6 


40.99, 


4.43 


40.60 


3.99 


INC 6 


34.18 


5.70 


31.80 


5.53 


PLI 


23.63 


4.45 


23.12 


4.21 
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Table 10 



Standardized Discriminant Function Weights for EWCS 
Subscales, INC Subscales, and PLI For Each 
Teaching Level by Sex Group 







Elementary 


Secondary 


Variab le 


Male 


Female 


Male 


Female 


EWCS Subscale 










1 


-.317 


.096 


.308 


.219 


2 


-.309 








3 


.217 


.556 


.240 


.464 


ii 


-.063 


.045 


-.002 


.011 


5 


.374 


-.214 


.124 


-.363 


6 


.023 


-.104 


-.221 


-.150 


INC Subscale 










1 


.336 


.362 


457 


.610 


2 


.409 


.074 


-.076 


-.021 


3 


.035 


-.511 


-.329 


-.451 


4 


-.312 


-.261 


-.095 


.010 


5 


-.636 


.014 


-.068 


-.068 


6 


.030 


.385 


.235 


.256 


PLI 


.527 


.406 


.566 


.189 


F Value 


1.59 


12.06 


7.80 


5.62 


^'95 


1.87 


1.76 


1.77 


1.77 




(df = 13,90) 


(df = 13,900) 


(df = 13,502) 


(df = 13, 4< 


Regression Analyses 








Means and 


standard deviations for EWCS-INC subscale discrepancy 


scores for each sex by teaching level group are 


given in Table 11. As 


indicated, large mean discrepancies exist for subscales 2 and 


6 with re- 


sponses to the 


motivation subscale being higher 


than those to 


the incen- 


tive subscale. 


The reverse is 


true for subscale 


3 where work 


pressure is 


occurring in the school system 


in excess of that 


ideally desired. The 


intercorrelation matrices for 


each group are presented in Appendix F. 
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Table 11 

Means and Standard Deviations for Sex by Teaching Level 
Combinations on EWCS - INC Subscale 
Discrepancy Scores 



Group 






EWCS - INC 


Subscale 






1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


Elementary 


Mean 


53.25* 


59.13 


48.77 


51.91 


50.25 


57.79 


Males 


S.D. 


5.56 


5.86 


4.65 


4.50 


6.51 


6.05 


Elementary 


Mean 


52.49 


57.09 


47.66 


52.32 


49.85 


56.67 


Females 


S.D. 


4.32 


5.78 


4.31 


4.43 


5.69 


6.48 


Secondary 


Mean 


53.30 


60.56 


48.44 


51.76 


50.33 


58.22 


Males 


S.D. 


4.23 


6.38 


4.37 


4.23 


5.96 


6.46 


Secondary 


Mean 


53.58 


58.99 


47.38 


51.32 


49.92 


57.87 


Females 


S.D. 


4.78 


6.02 


4.36 


4.00 


6.14 


7.06 



*Mean scores above 50 indicate a higher mean on the motivation sub- 
scale while for mean scores below 50 the opposite is true. 



Tables 12, 13, and 14 present sumaries of the multiple regression 
analysis for secondary males, secondary females, and elementary females, 
respectively. Each of these regression equations accounted for a sig- 
nificant proportion of job satisfaction variance as did the regression 
equation for elementary males. Again, although the regression of Job 
satisfaction on the other seven variables for elementary males was sig- 
nificant, it resulted in only PLI receiving a significant beta weight. 

For the other three groups the variables with significant beta 
weights were very consisf^^nt with subscales 1, 3, 6, and PLI contrib- 
uting significantly. For secondary males, the beta weight for subscale 
A also was significantly different frcwn zero, but the other interpre- 
tive indices indicate that its importance is not as great as the other 
four variables. In general, the relationships indicate that individu- 
als with lower discrepancy scores on subscales 1 and 6, but a higher 
discrepancy score on subscale 3 and a high score on the PLI (more Job 
oriented) will be more satisfied. The large discrepancy between EWCS 
and INC means for subscale 2, indicated in Table 11, for all groups 
evidently is not related to job satisfaction beyond that already pre- 
dicted by the other variables. 
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Table 12 



Multiple Regression Summary For Secondary Males With 
Job Satisfaction as the Criterion Variable 
and EWCS-INC Subscale Discrepancy Scores 
and PLI as Predictor Variables 





Variable Beta 


Beta Sq. 


R 

(Criterion) 


Beta * R 


Structure R 



EWCS-INC 
Subscale 



1 


-.169* 


.028 


-.266 


.045 


-.540 


2 


.035 


.001 


-.021 


-.001 


-.043 


3 


.175* 


.031 


.235 


.041 


.477 


4 


.080* 


.006 


.036 


.003 


.073 


5 


.082 


.007 


.165 


.014 


.335 


6 


-.162* 


.026 


-.264 


.043 


-.536 




.309* 


.095 


.319 


.099 


.648 



Multiple R = .492 Multiple R Square = .242 

*These beta weights differ significantly from zero at the .05 level 
of significance (F*qc = 3.86; df = 1,508). 
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Table 13 



Multiple Regression Suianary for Secondary Females 
With Job Satisfaction as the Criterion Variable 
and EWCS'-INC Subscale Discrepancy Scores and 
PLI as Predictor Variables 





Variable Beta 


Beta Sq. 


R 

(Criterion) 


Beta * R 


Structure R 



EWCS-INC 
Subscale 



1 


-.166* 


.027 


-.204 


.034 


-.519 


2 


.054 


.003 


-.011 


.001 


.028 


3 


.253* 


.064 


.243 


.061 


.618 


4 


-.010 


.000 


.006 


.000 


.015 


5 


-.041 


.002 


.040 


-.002 


.102 


6 


-.163* 


.027 


-.217 


.035 


-.552 




.174* 


.030 


.151 


.026 


.384 



Multiple R = .393 Multiple R Square = .155 

*These beta weightf, differ significantly from zero at the .05 
level of significance (F. = 3.87; df = 1,497). 
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Table 14 



Multiple Regression Summary For Elementary Females 
With Job Satisfaction as the Criterion Variable 
and EWCS-INC Subscale Discrepancy Scores and 





PLI as 


Predictor Variables 






Variable Beta 


Beta S^ 


R 

(Criterion) Beta * R 


Structure R 



EWCS-INC 
Subscale 



1 


-.121* 


.014 


-.193 


.023 


-.441 


2 


.060 


.004 


-.022 


-.001 


-.050 


3 


.253* 


.064 


.272 


.069 


.622 


4 


.050 


.002 


.096 


.005 


.219 


5 


-.022 


.000 


.056 


-.001 


.128 


6 


-.189* 


.036 


-.257 


.049 


-.588 




.219* 


.048 


.222 


.049 


.508 



Multiple R = .437 Multiple R Square = .191 



*These beta weights differ significantly from zero at the .05 
level of significance (F. = 3.86; df = 1,906). 
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Discriminant Analysis 



Table 15 presents the means and standard deviations for groups under 
each satisfaction, sex, and teaching level combination for EWCS-INC sub- 
scale discrepancy scores. The mean discrepancy profiles are presented 
pictorially in Figures 1, 2, 3, and 4. The standardized discriminant 
function weights maximizing the discrimination of the two satisfaction 
groups are given in Table 16. 



Table 15 

Means and Standard Deviations for Groups Under Each 
High - Low Job Satisfaction, Sex, and Teaching 
Level Combinations for EWCS - INC 
Subscale Discrepancy Scores 



Sex by EWCS - INC Subscale 



Teaching Level 
Group 


Satisfaction 


1 




2 




3 




Group 


Mean 


S.D. 


Mean 


S.D. 


Mean 


S.D. 


Elementary 
Males 


High 
Low 


51.65 
54.52 


3.43 
6.55 


58.63 
59.52 


5.72 
5.98 


49.02 
48.57 


3.32 
5.50 


Elementary 
Females 


High 
Low 


51.93 
53.21 


3.76 
4.87 


56.94 
57.29 


5.60 
6.01 


48.51 
46.56 


4.03 
4.40 


Secondary 
Males 


High 
Low 


52.51 
53.90 


3. 

4.43 


60.61 
60.52 


6.27 
6.46 


49.39 
47.73 


4.05 
4.47 


Secondary 
Females 


High 
Low 


52.64 
54.41 


4.38 
4.97 


58.74 
59.21 


6.05 
6.00 


48.20 
46.66 


4.39 
4.21 



Sex by 
Teaching 
Level Group 






EWCS - INC 


Subscale 




Satisfaction 


4 




5 




6 




Group 


Mean 


: D. 


Mean 


S.D. 


Mean 


S.D. 


Elementary 
Males 


High 
Low 


52.41 
51.52 


3.31 
5.26 


51.78 
49.03 


5.49 
7.03 


56.07 
59.16 


5.14 
6.40 


Elementary 
Females 


High 
Low 


52.68 
51.86 


4.29 
4.56 


50.00 
49.67 


5.64 
5.76 


55.66 
58.00 


6.50 
6.21 


Secondary 
Males 


High 
Low 


51.67 
51.83 


4.47 
4.04 


51.21 
49.67 


6.09 
5.79 


56.84 
59.26 


5.89 
6.68 


Secondary 
Females 


High 
Low 


51.41 
51.24 


3.88 
4.11 


50.05 
49.80 


6.11 
6.18 


56.81 
58.80 


6.84 
7.12 
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Subscale 

Fig. 1 Mean Discrepancy Subscale Score Profiles 
For High and Low Satisfaction 
Secondary Males 
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Fig. 3 Mean Discrepancy Subscale Score Profiles For High 
and Low Satisfaction Elementary Males 
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Table 16 



Standardized Discriminant Function Weights for 
EWCS - INC Subscale Discrepancy Scores and 
PLI for Each Teaching Level by Sex Group 



Variable 



Secondary__ 

■Bgggata; ^ _. Male___I e^ 



Male Female 



EWCS - TNC Subscale 



PLI -547 



-.371 
.519 



-.263 --637 



^ -ill "III -^05 .071 

\ 151 6 .^24 .686 

3 'lln 152 .034 .013 

4 .097 •^■'^ _ 129 
t _ .160 .-L''^ 



5 .689 -."OJ _ 247 

6 .001 - -^^^ 



,693 .291 



17 ns 10.85 5.96 

rvalue 2.73 17.05 ^^^^ 2.04 

-95 (df ='7!96) (df = 7,906) (df = 7.508) (df = 7.497) 



AS indicated, the discriminant .^ifg 1 ^efgr^^^^ 

groups, contrasting the f tL are important in the 

dicates some discrepancxes n the varja^^-/,^^ ,,„,,ast to the other 

discrimination, especially for element y ^^.^^^.^ 

three groups. The most f^^^^^^i^ff "J^or and are not a factor in 
subscales 2 and 5 which have not ^een a factor and ^^^^^ 

this analysis for the other groups ^"-"^f J^^jJ^p^ney scores on sub- 
are defined as satisfied »^--/°-^J°^^!re on subscall 5. and are 
scales 1 and 2, a positive discrepancy s ^ ^ ^ave higher 

higher on the PLi while low satisfac ion e -en^^^^^ score on 

discrepancy score on subscale 1 and^, a neg 
subscale 5. and are lower on the FLl. 

are low with subscales 1, J, ^..wouds. Subscale 3 receives a 

varying degrees of magnitude within subgroups ^^^^^^^^ ^ ^ ^ 

relatively hlgb I'":^I'"%rr^' ears to help discriminate (high weight) 
negative weight. Subscale J ^PPf/Z.^i^g^f^iow-moderate weight. In con- 
ZsTZVJsllfTs ^rue ftr Tl^Lntafy females and secondary ..ales. 

While there exists no available l^f^X'^^- ^^^^^^^^^^^ 
nant functions across groups, further insign 
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differences among the discrepancy variables across groups can be gained 
through MANOVA techniques. This technique does not weight variables as 
does the discriminant analysis, but will indicate if significant main 
or interaction effects are present for differences in the variables* 
On a post hoc basis, a 2x2x2 factorial multivariate analysis of variance 
design was used to compare profiles across sex by teaching level by sat- 
isfaction level groups for those variables that appear to contribute to 
the discrimination, i.e., subscales 1, 3, 5, 6, and PLI, A significant 
three-way interaction would lend support to the hypothesis that these 
variables are discriminating and differ in their contributions across 
groups. Again, the computer program used (Dixon, 1969; BMDX69) re- 
quired equal sample size necessitating the reduction of group size by 
random elimination of S^s within subgroups until each group contained 46 
^s which was the size of the smallest group (high satisfaction elemen- 
tary males). Multivariate F statistics between group centroids consist- 
ing of mean discrepancy scores from subscales 1, 3, 5, and 6, and PLI for 
main and interaction effects are given in Table 17. 



Table 17 

Multivariate and Univariate Analysis of Variance F Ratios 
For Teaching Level, Sex, and Satisfaction Level Effects 







Multi- 




Univariate F Values 








variate 




for Subscales 






Source 




F Value 


1 


3 


5 


6 


PLI 


Teaching Level 


(A) 


2,57** 


3.48 


3.63 


.02 


3.29 


1.84 


Sex 


(B) 


.91 


.03 


.94 


.07 


1.15 


1.24 


Satisfaction Level 


(C) 


8.36** 


15.89* 


9.60* 


.80 


6.87* 


9.64* 


AB 




.40 


1.96 


.01 


.06 


.64 


.02 


AC 




.74 


.08 


.13 


.05 


.01 


3.22 


BC 




1.47 


.34 


2.07 


2.38 


1.29 


.76 


ABC 




2.17 


1.83 


1.45 


4.19* 


.12 


2.26 



*Significant at the .05 level (df = 1,360) 
**Signif icant at the .05 level (df = 5,356) 



As indicated, the multivariate main effect for differences in 
levels of satisfaction was significant* The interaction effect between 
satisfaction, sex, and teaching level resulted in an approximf.ee F 
statistic of 2.17 (•10<p<*05; df = 5, 356). To investigate which varia- 
ble, if any, might be independently causing the interaction effect, each 
variable was covaried separately from the remaining four after which a 
MANOVA was performed • This procedure of identifying important variables 
operating in a particular MANOVA effect follows that outlined by Bock 
(1966). Removing variables 3, 5, 6, and PLI independently did not lower 
the obtained F value, but removal of the effects of subscale 5 from the 
other four subscales did (F ^ 1.65; df = 4,356). The results of the 
MANOVA and covariance analyses indicate that subscale 5 contribt*tes more 
to the interaction effect than the other four subscales. 
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Looking at each subscale separately, univariate analysis of vari- 
ances were performed. The obtained F ratios also are given in Table 17. 
Because these univariate tests are not independent, interpretations 
should be made in light of the results of the multivariate analyses. 
Supporting the results of the discriminant analyses and the ii^NOVA, the 
main effect between satisfaction levels was significant for subscales 1, 
3, 6, and PLI while subscale 5 resulted in a significant interactioi; be- 
tween sex, teaching level, and level of satisfaction. These results sup- 
port the conclusion that subscales 1, 3, 6, and PLI discriminate between 
high and low satisfaction groups with no differential effect for sex or 
teaching level combinations. 

The graph for the significant interaction for subscale 5 is given 
in Figure 5. There appears to be little discrepancy between motivation 
and incentive for either low or high satisfaction elementary or second- 
ary females. Contrarily for males, incentives for subscale 5 exist in 
excess of what is important for the low satisfaction groups while the op- 
posite is true for satisfied males. The differences in the extremes is 
greater for elementary males than for secondary males. 
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Fig. 5 Interaction Between Satisfaction Levels, Sex, and 
Teaching Levels for Subscale 5 Discrepancy Scores 



Post Hoc Comparisons ; Analysis of Variance 

In an attempt to further delineate the relationships expressed in 
the regression and discriminant analyses, the variables consistently iden- 
tified as significantly relating to job satisfaction were dichotomized 
and used as independent variables in a 2x2x2x2x2 factorial analysis of var- 
iance design. These variables were EWCS 3 and 6, INC 3 and 6, and PLI. 
Based upon scores from the total sample, the median for each variable was 
identified. Individuals above the median were defined as "high" on that 
variable while those below the median were the "low" group. For each of 
the 32 different combinations, S^s having characteristics defined by a 
unique combination were identified and assigned to that particular cell 
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of the design, e.g., one group would consist of all individuals who had 
scores above the median for all five variables. To provir' ^ for equal 
sample sizes per cell, the smallest group was determined (N = 32) and Ss 
were eliminated at random in all other groups until 32 S^s remained. 
Mean and standard deviations for these 32 groups are presented in Table 
18. 



Table 18 

Job Satisfaction Means and Standard Deviations for High 
and Low Groups on EWCS 3, EWCS 6, INC 3, INC 6, 
and PLI Combinations 



INC 3 INC 6 



PLI 


EWCS 3 - 


Lo 


EWCS 3 - 


Hi 


Group EWCS 6 


EWCS 6 


EWCS 6 


EWCS 6 




Lo 


Hi 


Lo 




Lo 


19.09* 


19.53 


21.63 


20.19 




3.42 


3.84 


3.59 


3.67 


Hi 


21.22 


21.28 


23.12 


23.34 




4.03 


3.38 


3.11 


3.96 


Lo 


22.94 


23.00 


21.12 


22.91 




2.96 


3.50 


3.38 


3.54 


Hi 


22.84 


23.59 


23.44 


24.56 




3.73 


3.14 


4.07 


3.65 


Lc 


17.13 


18.56 


19.94 


20.50 




3.84 


4.03 


3.83 


3.52 


Hi 


19.25 


21.56 


21.53 


22.44 




3.89 


3.01 


3.68 


2.95 


iLo 


20.81 


20.94 


22.47 


23.13 




3.51 


3.67 


3.51 


3.13 


Hi 


21.19 


20.88 


22.88 


23.81 




3.30 


4.05 


4.01 


3.81 



Lo 



Hi 



Lc 



Hi 



Lo 



Hi 



*Mean Job Satisfaction 
**Standard Deviation 



The analysis of variance summary is given in Table 19. As indicated, 
all main effects plus first order interactions between EWCS 3 and INC 3 and 
INC 6 and PLI and second order interactions between EWCS 3, EWCS 6, and 
INC 6, EWCS 3, INC 3, and INC 6, and EWCS 6, INC 3, and INC 6 were signif- 
icant at the .05 level. While the zero and first order interactions are 
interesting, their interpretation is confounded due to the significant 
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second order interactions with the exception of the interaction between 
INC 6 and PLI, 



Table 19 

Summary Table For a 2x2x2x2x2 Factorial Analysis of 
Variance on High and Low EWCS 3, EWCS 6, 
INC 3, INC 6, and PLI Groups 



Source 




df 


MS 


F 




EWCS 3 (Lo vs. Hi) 


(A) 


1 


537.66 


41.48* 


.033 


EWCS 6 (Lo vs. Hi) 


(B) 




92.64 


7.15* 


.005 


INC 3 (Lo vs. Hi) 


(C) 




282.66 


21.81* 


.017 


INC 6 (Lo vs. Hi) 


(D) 




911.29 


70. 39* 


.057 


PLI (Lo vs. Hi) 


(E) 




531.88 


41.04* 




AB 






.02 


n - Q 
ii . o 




AC 






91*44 


7 .06* 


.005 


BC 






13.14 


il . o . 




AD 






48.13 


n . s • 




BD 








11 . o . 




CD 






.04 


n.s. 


- 


AE 








11 . o . 




BE 






5.64 


n.s. 




CE 






8.63 


n.s* 




DE 






127.97 


9.87* 


.007 


ABC 






.77 


n. 




ABD 






62.02 


4.79* 


.003 


ACD 






65.00 


5.01* 


.003 


BCD 






68.08 


5.25* 


.003 


ABE 






.77 


n.s. 




ACE 






25.63 


n.s. 




BCE 






.07 


n.s. 




ADE 






25.63 


n.s. 




BDE 






6.89 


n.s. 




CDE 






10.16 


n.s. 




ABCD 






.06 


n.s. 




ABCE 






.25 


n.s. 




ABDE 






4.52 


n.s. 




ACDE 






.10 


n.s. 




BCDE 






.02 


n.s. 




ABCDE 






21.39 


n.s. 




SWG 




992 


12. 9C 







*Significant at the .05 level (F.^^ = 3.85) 



Figures 6, 7, and 8 depict the relationship between the cell means 
for the second order interactions. The graphed means do not represent the 
true interaction effect as lower order interactions have not been 
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Low High Low High 



EWCS 3 EWCS 3 

Fig. 6 Interaction Between High and Low Groups 
on EWCS 3, EWCS 6, and INC 6. 
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Fig. 7 Interaction Between High and Low Groups 
on EWCS 3, INC 3, and INC 6. 
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eliminated from them, but they can be used as crude interpretive devices. 
For the interaction between EWCS 3, EWCS 6, and INC 6 displayed in Figure 
6, the difference in job satisfaction between low and high EWCS 3 groups 
when EWCS 6 and INC 6 is low is greater than when EWCS 6 is high and INC 
6 is low. When INC 6 is high, the opposite appears to be true; the dif- 
ference in job satisfaction between low and high EWCS 3 groups is greater 
when EWCS 6 is high than it is when EWCS is low. One might infer from 
this graph that a person is more satisfied if he is high on tolerance for 
work pressure, is high on concern for his surroundings, and the school 
system is such that the incentives are high where surroundings are con*- 
cerned. In contrast when the surroundings as incentives are low (low 
INC 6), a high tolerance for work pressure appears to be related to 
higher job satisfaction whether one is high or low on EWCS 6. It should 
be noted that mean job satisfaction is higher for all groups when INC 6 
is high as opposed to when it is low. 

The interaction between EWCS 3, INC 3, and INC 6 is shown in Fig- 
ure 7. When INC 6 is low, the difference in mean job satisfaction be- 
tween low and high EWCS 3 groups is approximately the same for individ- 
uals who are low or high on INC 3, but when INC 3 is low (not as much 
job work pressure), satisfaction is higher with the highest mean satis- 
faction occurring for the high EWCS 3 - Low INC 3 and the lowest mean 
satisfaction occurring when one is low on EWCS 3 and high on INC 3, i.e., 
one is low on tolerance for work pressure, but pressure exists in the 
job. 

When INC 6 is high, greater job satisfaction exists than when INC 
6 is low for all EWCS 3 - INC 3 groups with the exception of one, the 
low EWCS 3 - high INC 3 group. High incentives relating to job surround- 
ings appear to be the overriding factor except when high work pressure 
exists in the job and individuals have low tolerance for work pressure. 

Figure 8 displays the interaction between EWCS 6, INC 3, and INC 6. 
Contrary to what one might predict, when EWCS 6 is high, INC 6 is low, 
and INC 3 is high, mean satisfaction is not at its lowest point. As is 
true in the preceding two figures, mean satisfaction is higher for EWCS 
6 and INC 3 combinations when INC 6 is high. The highest mean job sat- 
isfaction occurs when EWCS 6 is high, INC 3 is low and INC 6 is high. 

Two significant first order interactions existed, but the EWCS 3 
and INC 3 interaction was dependent upon which level of INC 6 one looked 
at. The other first order interaction was between INC 6 and PLI, Fig- 
ure 9 displays the relationship between the four cell means involved in 
this interaction. Job satisfaction appears to be higher if INC 6 is 
high or if one is high on the PLI despite being low on INC 6. 

Table 19 also indicates an estimate of the amount of job satisfac- 
tion variance accounted for hy each of the significant effects. The 
index used (omega squared, a)^) and its computation is outlined by 
Halderson and Glasnapp (1972). The general pattern of variable impor- 
tance remains consistent with previous analyses in this report. The 
main effect for INC 6 accounts for the greatest percentage of job satis- 
faction variance (5.7%) » while the main effects for EWCS 3, PLI, INC 3, 
and EWCS 6 follow in descending rank order. In addition, INC 6 is 
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involved in the four independent significant interactions which account 
for minimal job satisfaction variance although they are statistically 
significant • 
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Fig. 8 Interaction Between High and Low Groups 
on EWCS 6, INC 3, and INC 6. 
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Fig. 9 Interaction Between High and 
Low Groups on INC 6 and PLI. 
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Summary and Conclusions 



Research Objective One 

The first objective of the present project was to evaluate the 
research instruments which were either constructed or modified to study 
(a) motivation, (b) incentives, (c) job satisfaction, and (d) primary 
life interests of public school teachers. While this was not the primary 
goal of the investigation, its realization was essential to fulfillment 
of the other three research objectives. As evidenced in Appendix D, a 
single instrument was used to obtain data relative to the four variables 
noted above. However, for discussion and evaluative purposes, the in- 
strument may be viewed as four separate measures. 

The measure of work motivation was an adaptation of the Work 
Components Study (WCS) developed by Borgatta, Ford, and Bohmstedt (1968) 
and of the Educational Work Components Study (EWCS) developed from the 
WCS by Miske] and Heller (1972). Analysis of pilot study data resulted 
in a revised EWCS consisting of 49 five point Likert-scaled items within 
six subscp.les derived through factor analysis. Cross-validation indi- 
cating response pattern stability and subscale alpha reliability coef- 
ficients ranging from .74 to .83 provide a basis for confidence in the 
motivation instrumentation. 

To measure incentives in educational organizations, the EWCS items 
were rewritten to elicit from respondents information about the actual 
availability within the system of things which might be perceived as 
being important to the individual teacher. In other words , the EWCS 
focused on "ideal" incentives or motivational factors and the incentive 
scale (INC) focused on "real" incentives or conditions. Once again, 
49 five point Likert-scaled items within six subscales were presented. 
Item response variability for the INC was observed to be adequate. When 
taken in combination, the EWCS and the INC were of greater utility than 
either independently. This conclusion is based on the finding that when 
INC items are matched with those of the revised EWCS, an indication is 
provided of the discrepancy between work motivation and school incentives 
as they relate to job satisfaction. 

Job satisfaction was measured with a series of six Likert-scaled 
items. These six items were retained from an original series of eleven 
in the pilot study on the basis of factor loadings and subscale reliabil- 
ity estimates. These items proved to be adequate for this study with an 
internal consistency reliability estimate of .70. The foregoing measured 
satisfaction as a global attitude. However, as noted by Smith et al. 
(1969) satisfaction can also be conceptualized as multidimensional. 
Consequently, the present measure of job satisfaction should be used only 
in conjunction with a global definition. 

Seven items were developed from the pilot study as measures of pri- 
mary life interests (PLI) . Although the items have high face validity 
and an internal consistency reliability estimate of .73, a limitation 
should be noted. The instrumentation provided only a basis for determining 
the level of teacher respondents Job-related primary life interest and 
not if their primary life interest resided in some facet of lifi^ outside 
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the occupational domain* If concepts of partial inclusion and role 
identification are to be elaborated and applied to job satisfaction and 
organizational effectiveness research, further instrument development 
will be required in order to determine the dimensions of PLI attachment. 

Within the pilot study phase of the investigation, an attempt was 
made to develop a measure of voluntarism relative to teachers* perceived 
options available as to working or not working and as to the type of work 
preferred if gainful employment was necessary. The five items incor- 
porated in the pilot study were dropped from final instrumentation due 
to obtained item factor loadings and subscale reliability estimates 
(Appendixes A and C) • The lack of a voluntarism scale did not present 
undue constraints to this investigation. However, voluntarism is viewed 
as a potentially useful concept for additional job satisfaction research. 

Overall, the instrumentation scales reflecting measures of motiva- 
tion, incentives, primary life interests, and job satisfaction are 
evaluated as being high in utility for meeting the stated research ob- 
jectives and as adequately meeting subscale factorial stability and re- 
liability requirements. The revised EWCS and the INC scales demonstrated 
considerable strengths in providing measures of motivational and incen- 
tive factors and as a basis for determining discrepancies in perceived 
ideal and real organizational incentives for teachers. Measures of 
primary life interests and job satisfaction were adequate for this inves- 
tigation but have limitations as noted above*. Use of m ese instrument 
items in future research would depend upon how well the research objec- 
tives can be met within the confines of the limitations. 



Research Objectives Two and Three 

Objective two of the present investigation was to develop basic 
research conclusions regarding the interrelationships among components of 
work motivation, incentives, satisfaction, and primary life interest. 
Once these relationships had been investigated, the applicability to the 
educational organization of existing theories was to be evaluated as 
objective three. To meet the second objective two basic analysis proce- 
dures, regression and discriminant analysis, were used to investigate, 
more specifically, the interdependent relationships between and among 
motivation, incentives, and primary life interest as they relate to job 
satisfaction. The components of motivation and incentives (subscales 
were matched across instruments) consisted of the following subscales: 

(a) Potential for personal challenge and development (EWCS and 
INC 1). 

(b) Competitive desirability and reward of ^:uccess (EWCS and INC 2). 

(c) Toleiance for work pressure (EWCS and INC 3). 

(d) Conservative security (EWCS and INC 4). 

(e) Willingness to seek reward in spite of uncertainty vs. 
avoidance of uncertainty (EWCS and INC 5), 

I (f) Surround concern (EWCS and INC 6). 

t Each of the two data analysis procedures were performed using the 12 sub- 

scales (six EWCS and six INC) plus the primary life interest scale (PLI) 
as independent variables and also using EWCS and INC subscale discrepancy 
scores and PLI as independent variables. In addition, analyses were 
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performed for each sex (males and females) by teaching level (elementary 
and secondary) group. 

Table 20 summarizes the results of the regression analysis findings 
for the four groups when the independent EWCS and INC subscales were 
used as predictors. As indicated, five variables consistently contri- 
buted to the prediction and discrimination using job satisfaction as 
the criterion variable for three of the four groups, secondary males and 
females and elementary females. These variables were PLI, INC 1, INC 3, 



Table 20 

Summary of the Si^.nificant Predictor Variables in Regression 
Analyses for Sex by Teaching Level Combinations 



Elementary 



Secondary 



Variable 



Males 



Females 



Males 



Females 



EWCS Subscale 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

INC Subscale 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

PLI 



AA 



AA 



it 

itic 



*The beta weights for these variables differed significantly from 
zero, but interpretative indices indicated that their contribution to the 

regression was low, 

**Interpretative indices indicated that these variables were greater 

contributors to the regression. 
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INC 6, and EWCS 3. In general, the weights assigned to these variables 
by the regression and discriminant analysis would indicate that the 
individuals in these three groups who scored higher on the job satis- 
faction scale also were more job oriented (PLI), had a job in which a 
higher potential for personal challenge and development existed (INC 1), 
where less work pressure existed in the job (INC 3), where more incen- 
tives relating to physical surroundings existed (INC 6), and the toler- 
ance for work pressure was higher (EWCS 3) . While the weights for each 
of the above variables were relatively high and statistically significant. 
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the rank order of weights in terms of magnitude across groups differed 
indicating that some of the five variables were more important than the 
others for a particular group. Because no available statistical test 
existed, the difference in discriminant function weights across groups 
given in Table 10 was not tested, but it appears that the tolerance for 
work pressure (EWCS 3) and the existence of work pressure in the job 
(INC 3) were more important variables in discriminating between high and 
low satisfaction groups for the two female groups than for the secondary 
males. 

Other variables also contributed significantly in the linear com- 
posites for each group, but the magnitude of the weights were relatively 
lower than the five variables previously me.ntioned. With the exception 
of EWCS 3 and INC 3, there existed no pattern of relation between matched 
EWCS and INC subscales in the prediction of job satisfaction, i.e,, INC 1 
and INC 6 had relatively high weights while EWCS 1 and EWCS 6 did not in 
general. This would indicate that the existence or nonexistence of present 
incentives relating to personal challenge and development and physical 
surroundings is more important in the prediction of job satisfaction than 
the influence of either of the two EWCS factors. If the EWCS subscales 
are construed to be ideal incentives of importance and INC subscales as 
present incentives, then it would appear that the existence of present 
incentives is more important in predicting present satisfaction than ideal 
incentives. 

The regression and discriminant analyses using independent EWtjS and 
INC subscales as predictor variables take into account the extent of over- 
lapping variance between predictors themselves and between predictors and 
the criterion variable in assigning weights to each of the variables. 
These procedures look at interrelationships and weight variables ac- 
cordingly CO maximize linear prediction or discrimination, but do nrt 
look at the magnitude of discrepancies between variables. The Lnter- 
correlation matrices in Appendix E indicate that the congruence between 
EWCS and INC subscales in terms of overlapping variance is very low. With 
the exception of EWCS 4 and INC 4, only one other correlation coefficient 
of the 24 possible between paired EWCS and INC subscales is above ,25 
(the correlation between EWCS 3 and INC 3 for secondary females is .30). 
Indications are that no strong congruencies exist between motivational^ 
.^ubscales of importance to individuals and incentives received in the job 
situation for five of the six subscales. 

As previously mentioned, analyses on the independent subscales take 
congruencies in terms of overlapping variances into account, but not 
congruencies or discrepancies in terms of differences in the magnitude of 
raw scores for the matched EWCS and INC subscales. To investigate this 
interaction of paired subscale scores as they relate to job satisfaction, 
several analyses were performed on discrepancy scores (EWCS - INC sub- 
scale scores). For all four groups large positive mean discrepancies 
existed for subscales 2 and 6 indicating that the desirability for com- 
petition and reward of success was higher than perceived existence in 
the job situation and that the importance attached to physical surround- 
ings was considerably greater than perceived existence. Positive dis- 
crepancy scores also existed for subscales 1 and 4, but the magnitude was 
not as great as for 2 and 6, The mean discrepancy between importance of 
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work pressure and its perceived existence in the job (subscale 3) was 
negative for all groups indicating that work pressure existed in excess 
of its importance as a motivating force. The mean difference scores 
between EWCS 5 and INC 5 were extremely small, but exhibited a pattern 
between sexes as the mean discrepancy scores were positive for males and 
negative for females. 

Of the six subscales, 1, 3, and 6 contributed significantly to the 
prediction for secondary males and females and elementary females as did 
PLI. The general conclusion indicated is that individuals who have a 
lower positive discrepancy score (not necessarily negative) between the 
importance and existence of potential for personal challenge and devel- 
opment and surround concern, a smaller negative discrepancy between 
importance and existence of work pressure, and a more centered concern 
with the job score higher on the job satisfaction scale. 

This conclusion also is supported by the results of the discrimi- 
nant analysis. When the distribution of satisfaction scores is 
dichotomized into low and high satisfaction groups, the high satisfaction 
group mean discrepancy scores are always closer to the midpoint of no 
discrepancy for subscales 1, 3, and 6 than are the means for the low 
satisfaction group. These relationships were illustrated in Figures 1, 
2, 3, and 4. 

Also confirming this relationship, the MANOVA and subsequent sub- 
analyses indicated that subscales 1, 3, and 6 and PLI discriminate bet- 
ween high and low satisfaction groups, but do not do so differentially 
for either sex, teaching level, or sex by teaching level combinations. 
In contrast the mean discrepancy score on subscale 5 for low satisfaction 
elementary males was more negative than for the other three groups while 
for high satisfaction groups the mean discrepancy was positive and higher 
for elementary males than secondary males and for both male groups higher 
than for females (Figure 5). This result corresponds with the high weight 
given subscale 5 in the discriminant analysis for elementary males. When 
satisfaction is low for elementary males there exists a greater amount of 
uncertainty than what is important, but when satisfaction is high the 
amount of existing uncertainty in the job is less than perceived impor- 
tance» This relationship appears to hold for secondary males, but it is 
not as evident as for elementary males. Basically, no difference appears 
to exist between low and high satisfied elementary and secondary females 
on subscale 5-, 

Elementary males appear to deviate in the pattern of relationships 
evident in the other three groups. In addition to subscale 5 discrepancy 
scores which were important in discriminating between high and low satis- 
faction elementary males, PLI contributes significantly in all analyses. 
Otheiv;i<^e the other variables are not as potent in relating to job satis- 
faction for elementary males as for the other groups. 

While the intention ot this study was not to test Herzberg et al.'s 
two factor theory, the resulting importance of INC subscale 6, Surround 
Concern, indicates contradictory implications. As a hygiene factor, the 
existence of incentives relating to physical surroundings should decrease 
dissatisfaction, but improve satisfaction minimally. Contrarily, the 
results of the regression and discriminant analyses, and particularly. 
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the results of the 2x2x2x2x2 ANOVA (Table 19) comparing high and low 
groups on EWCS 3 and 6, INC 3 and 6, and PLI indicate otherwise. Four 
interactions were statistically significant in the ANOVA with INC 6 
involved in each one. Implications are that the presence of incentives 
relating to physical surroundings interact with an intrinsic variable 
(subscale 3, Tolerance for Work Pressure) in relating to higher or lower 
job satisfactiono Consequently, satisfaction was generally higher if 
high incentives in terms of physical surrounding were present. Within 
the high and low INC 6 groups, the level of satisfaction varied depending 
upon the effect of the interaction of other variables and INC &• The 
interaction between INC 6, EWCS 3, and INC 3 followed an expected pattern 
based upon previous analyses (Figure 7). The existence of high work 
pressure in the job and low tolerance on the part of the individual is 
related to lower satisfaction whether the physical surrounding incentives 
are low or high, but there is relatively more satisfaction when INC 6 is 
high than when it is low. For the other combinations, low tolerance - 
low work pressure, high tolerance - low work pressure, and high tolerance - 
high work pressure, the satisfaction level is high and approximately equal 
when INC 6 is high, but when INC 6 is low, high tolerance and low work 
pressure combine in a higher level of satisfaction. 

Contrary to expectations based on previous results, the significant 
interactions involving EWCS 6 and INC 6 (Figures 6 and 8) indicate that 
satisfaction is not at its lowest when EWCS 6 is high and INC 6 is low. 
Based upon these interactions and supported by the results of the regres- 
sion analysis for all 14 variables, it can be concluded that the existence 
or nonexistence of INC 6 is related to satisfaction, but the importance 
expressed about physical surroundings as a motivating force (EWCS 6) is 
not very potent in its relationship to job satisfaction. 

A'^ditional support for the interacting relationships between the 
above variables can be seen in Table 18. Based upon previous results, 
expectations would be that an individual high on EWCS 3, EWCS 6, INC 6 
and PLI and low on INC 3 would be highest on the job satisfaction scale. 
In contrast, a person low on EWCS 3, EWCS 6, INC 6, and PLI and high on 
INC 3 would be low on the job satisfaction scale. Tne cell means in 
Table 18 for the 32 Ss fitting each of these definitions follow expecta- 
tions with the first group resulting in the highest mean job satis-- 
faction (24.56) and the second group having the lowest mean job satisfac- 
tion (17.13) of the 32 groups identified. 



Research Objective Four 

To meet research objective four, the quasi-theory of job satisfaction 
presented in Figure 10 was developed from the present research findings 
and additional related literature. Tlie original model that guided this 
study was composed of the following variables: motivation, incentives, 
primary life interests, and satisfaction. Three additional variables — 
work role, voluntarism, and ideal incentives — are postulated as being 
logically consistent and elaborative of the original model. In addition, 
many of the basic assertions of the proposed model are closely associated 
with the theories of instrumentality (Graen, 1969) and inequity (Adams, 
1963). 
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Figure 10. Proposed Quasi-Theory of Job Satisfaction 



On the surface, the present model parallels Graen's (1969) instru- 
mentality theory of work motivation with the two primary dimensions being 
organizational and individual. The organizational dimension is defined 
as the work role with a set of expected behaviors which are acceptable 
to the individual. Moreover, work roles must be accomplished and 
maintained through performing the expected behaviors in such a way that 
the resulting performance meets the minimum standard of behavior. The 
standards of appropriate behavior imply an evaluation by a hierarchical 
superior and an organizational contingency between the criteria of ap- 
propriate behavior and the attainment or maintenance of that work role. 
Finally, associated with the attainment or maintenance of each work role 
are incentives received. Incentives received would be outcomes accruing 
to a person for the attainment or maintenance of work roles. Common 
examples of incentives would include money, interpersonal relationships, 
achievement, surround conditions, work pressure and other specific and 
general items delineated by Barnard (1938) and Dubin (1970). 

Voluntarism is a variable that is conceived as being of two types 
and independently related to the organizational or individual work dimen- 
sion. Voluntarism I pertains to the teacher's freedom in the work role; 
that is, the extent to which teachers find the specific tasks to be con- 
strained or restricted by the organization. Examples for teachers would 
include building and subject assignments, methodology, curriculum materi- 
als, and classroom control. It seems reasonable to posit that the level 
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of voluntarism interacting with the work role expections would yield 
a varying amount and type of incentives received by the individual. 

On the other hand, voluntarism II is primarily related to the 
individual dimension of the proposed model. Dubin (1968) questioned 
the assertion that individuals voluntarily choose to work but rather 
many are forced by economic reasons to work. Also, individuals may 
have job opportunities outside their preferred profession. Consequently, 
using the foregoing assertions as a foundation, voluntarism II is defined 
as whether a person perceives limited flexibility in job opportunities 
or must work for economic reasons. Although voluntarism II probably 
would have the most variance for female employees, it seems reasonable 
to assume some variability for male employees. Therefore, the types and 
amounts of ideal incentives would be affected by this variable. If 
voluntarism II is low on the economic dimension, then financial incentives 
would be gis^en additional priority by the individual. 

For the proposed model, the conceptualization of work motivation 
developed by Herzberg must be modified to conform to the findings of the 
present study. Rather than the motivators and hygienes being mutually 
exclusive, the two types interact to assist in the determination of the 
ideal incentives. Therefore, the relative ranking given to a particular 
incentive in a set of incentives will vary from person to person. From 
the foregoing discussion, the hypothesis can be made that voluntarism IX 
and work motivation will determine what the individual ideally wants in 
the form of incentives from the organization. 

To this point, relationships have only been stated for each dimen- 
sion independently of the other. Three alternative relationships 
between the organizational and individual dimensions are indicated in 
Figure 10. First, the dotted lines indicate that by simply merging 
or regressing the incentives received and the incentives ideal a signif- 
icant prediction of satisfaction would be possible. However, the cur- 
rent findings using discriminant and regression analyses would question 
the value of this assertion. A better assertion would be that merging 
the incentives received and incentives ideal with primary life interests 
as an intervening variable would increase the prediction of satisfaction. 
However, when the theoretical formulations of inequity as presented by 
Adams (1963) are considered new predictive power is added. 

A basic tenet of the inequity theory is that an individual exchanges 
his services in the form of education, experience, skill, and effort for 
incentives. The individual then determines if the exchange was equitable. 
An extension of the foregoing is that inequity is a perceptual process 
of an individual subjectively evaluating the exchange of his services for 
incentives from a frame of reference of what he ideally wants in return. 
However, a complicating factor for the inequity relationship is the inter- 
action between psychological (individual) and logical (organizational) 
characteristics. Consequently, a one to one relationship does not exist. 
However, it does seem reasonable to assert that a rough continuum would 
exist; that is, perceived inequity would rise as the incentives received 
became more divergent from the incentives ideal. Consequently, the best 
prediction of satisfaction would be the inequity between incentives 
received and incentives ideal with primary life interests being an 
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intervening variable. Furthermore, the higher the primary life interests 
are in the job, the higher the satisfaction. 

The following relationships have been postulated among the variables 
composing the proposed quasi-theory of job satisfaction. 

(a) Voluntarism I and work role expectations determine what 
incentive the individual will actually receive. 

(b) Voluntarism II and work motivation determine what incentives 
the individual ideally desires. 

(c) The inequity between incentives real and incentives ideal with 
primary life interests as an intervening variable will predict 
job satisfaction. 
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APPENDIX A 



Pilot Study Instruments: Educational Work Components 
Study, Incentive Scale, and Personal Attitudes 



Pilot Educational Work Components Study 

Directions : 

People differ greatly In the things they want in a job, and jobs differ 
greatly, even within the same school. This form is designed to. gather 
information about things you consider impor tant and desirable in an 
ideal job in the public schools. 

Give an answer to every item on the questionnaire even if you have to 
guess. Work quickly. 

Respo nse Categories : 

Extremely Neither Extremely 

undesirable. Undesirable. desirable Desirable. desirable. 

Would never Would avoid or Would favor Would favor 

take job. the job. undesirable. the job. job greatly. 

Ideally, I prefer a job in which ♦ . . 

Item ; 

1. I could get fired easily, but the work would be very interesting. 

2. the emphasis would be on carrying out clearly outlined school 
district policies. 

3. salary increases would be strictly a matter of how much I accom- 
plished for the school district. 

4. I could not be sure I could keep my job as long as I want it. 

5. the lighting would be good. 

6. the school district would not be stable. 

7. trouble might come up that I would have to take care of myself, 
even outside regular hours. 

8. the community would have good recreational facilities* 

9. the school district has in the recent past been having a hard time 
holding its position. 

10. I would be involved in managing a small group of people doing 
routine jobs. 

11. the school district would be involved in heavy internal competition* 

12. the work might be excessive sometimes. 

13. there would be opportunity for creative work. 
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14. the work would be routine, but not hard to do. 

15. salary increases would be determined by the amount of effort exerted. 

16. the climate would be pleasant. 

17. the community would be a wonderful place to raise a family. 

18. my schedule of hours might have to be flexible in response to the 
amount of work. 

19. the work might run out, but it would be extremely interesting while 
it lasted. 

20. the pay would not be high, but the job would be secure. 

21. persons would be terminated if they do not produce quality work. 

22. I might sometimes have to take work home with me. 

23. the physical working conditions would be attractive. 

24. I would have an opportunity to really accomplish something, even 
if others wouldn't know about it. 

25. I could get fired easily. 

26. the work would be routine, but the initial salary would be high. 

27. the work might build up "pressures" on me. 

28. the nature of the job would change because the school district 
changes . 

29. the fringe benefits would be very good. 

30. the ventilation would be modern. 

31. there would be emphasis on individual ability. 

32. there would be little permanency of positions. 

33. I would be under a tenure system. 

34. the school district would encourage further specialized work. 

35. there would be opportunities to earn bonuses. 

36. promotions would come automatically. 

37. competition would be open and encouraged. 

38. the community would have a good social and cultural life. 
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39. I would have a chance to further my formal education. 

40. I could get fired easily, but the rewards would be high. 

41. the work would be routine, but highly respected in the community. 

42. I would always have a chance to learn something new. 

43. there might occasionally be some physical danger. 

44. the supervisors would be nice people. 

45. I would need to change to keep up with changes in the work. 

46. the job would be insecure. 

47. the salary increases would be regularly scheduled, 

48. the work might come in big p.:;jhes sometimes. 

49. there would be emphasis on the actual production record. 

50. I might be on call when there is pressure to get jobs done. 

51. the retirement plan would be good. 

52. salary increases would be a matter of how much effort you put in. 

53. rewards would be high, but if one loses his job it would be very 
difficult to get another one. 

54. there would be emphasis on satisfying superiors by carrying out 
school policy. 

55. I would have nice people for co-workers. 

56. there would be emphasis on originality. 
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Pilot Incentive Scale 

Dir ections : 

People also differ greatly in the incentives cr rewards they receive. 
This form is designed to gather information about the incentives or 
rewards you are presently receiving from the school district. 

Again, please answer every item. Work quickly. 

Response Cat*»gories: 

Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree 

In my present job: 

Item: 

1. the retirement plan is good. 

2. there is emphasis on originality. 

3. the emphasis is on carrying out clearly outlined school district 
policies . 

4. 1 could get fired easily. 

5. promotion! come automatically. 

6. I have an opportunity to really accomplish something, even if 
others don't Know about it. 

7. there is empnasis on satisfying superiors by carrying out school 
policy . 

8. there is opportunity for creative work. 

9. there is an emphasis on individual ability. 

10. there is emphasis on the actual production record. 

11. the work comes in big pushes sometimes. 

12. I am not sure I can keep my job as long as I want it. 

13. the community has good recreationsl facilities. 

14. the lighting is good. 

15. persons are terminated if they do not produce quality work. 

16. there are opportunities to earn bonuses. 
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17. the work is excessive sometimes. 

18. I always have a chance to learn something new. 

19. the school district encourages further specialized work. 

20. I am on call when there is pressure to get jobs done. 

21. I am involved in managing a small group of people doing routine jobs. 

22. I could get fired easily, but the rewards are high. 

23. the work is routine, hnt not hard to do. 

2A. the work is routine, but highly respected in the community. 

25. the physical working conditions are attractive. 

26. the pay is not too high, but the job is secure. 

27. I have a chance to further my formal education. 

28. the community has a good social and cultural life. 

29. the community is a wonderful place to raise a family. 

30. I could get fired easily, but the work is very interesting. 

31. the work is routine, but the initial salary was high. 

32. I am under a tenure system. 

33. competition is open and encouraged. 

34. the ventilation is modern. 

35. salary increases are determined by the amount of effort exerted. 

36. the work builds up "pressures** on me. 

37. there is little permanency of positions. 

38. the supervisors are nice people. 

39. rewards are high, but if I lost this job, it would be very difficult 
to get another one. 

40. trouble might come up t\at I have to take care of myself, even out- 
side regular hours. 

41. I sometimes have to take work home with me. 

42. my schedule is flexible in response to the amount of work. 
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43* the nature of the job changes because the school district chan,ges. 

44* there occasionally is some physical danger* 

45* I need to change to keep up with changes in the work* 

46* salary increases are strictly a matter of how much I accomplish for 
the school district. 

47. the fringe benefits are very good. 

48. salary increases are a matter of how much effort you put in. 

49. the work might run out, but it is extremely interesting while it 
lasts . 

50. the salary increases are regularly scheduled. 

51. the school district is involved in heavy internal competition. 

52. the school district has in the recent past been having a hard time 
holding its position. 

53. the school district is not stable. 

54. I have nice people for co-workers. 

55. the job is insecure. 

56. the climate is pleasant. 

Pilot Personal Attitudes 

Directions : 

Finally, we are interested in what you feel about certain things. This 
form is designed to gather information about how teachers feel about their 
jobs in the public schools. 

Please check the one answer that best describes your feelings: 
Response Categories : 

Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree 

Items : 

1. I really enjoy working with my students. 

2. The "stress and strain" result .ng from teaching students reduces 
the enjoyment of teaching. 
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3, I am somewhat dissatisfied with my job. 

4* I often think of changing to another job within the field of education, 

5. My main interests in life are closely related to my job in the school. 

6. I have to be gainfully employed whether I like it or not. 

7. My job is more important than my family. 

8. If I came into enough money so that I could live comfortably with- 
out working, I would continue my present job. 

9* Educators with my professional qualifications have to take any 
school position that is available. 

10. I find my contacts with students highly satisfying. 

11. If I came into enough money so that I could live comfortably with- 
out working, I would quit my job. 

12* I believe things around home are more important than my job at 
school. 

13. My students have confidence in my professional ability. 

14. As I evaluate my future as an educator, I feel my level of satis- 
faction will increase. 

15. Educators like me can choose the school district in which they work. 

16. I often think of changing to another job outside the field of 
education. 

17. When I am worried, it is usually about things related to my job. 

18. In talking to friends, I most like to talk about events related 
to my job. 

19. When I was hired for my present job, I had no other job opportu- 
nities in the public schools. 

20. Teaching gives me a great deal of personal satisfaction. 

21. An educator can find a suitable job in the public schools. 
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APPENDIX B 



Item Factor Loadings and Subscale Reliability 
Estimates for the Educational Work Components 
Study Using the Pilot Study Data 



Factor (Subscale) Identification 

1. Potential for Personal Challenge and Development. 

2. Competitiveness Desirability (& Reward of Success). 

3. Tolerance for Work Pressure. 

4. Conservative Security. 

5. Willingness to See Reward in Spite of Uncertainty vs. Avoidance. 

6. Surround Concern. 



Factor Loadings for Each Item 

Sub- Item 

Scale No. I II III IV V VI 



56 
39 
13 
42 
34 
31 
24 
45* 

15 
52 
3 
49 
21 

11** 

35 

37 



.73 
.72 
.67 
.62 
.60 
.60 
.48 
.39 



.46 
.40 



.78 
.74 
.60 
.51 
.41 

.44 



31 
.50 



.27 



22 .70 

12 .65 

27 .63 

48 .49 

50 .48 

7** .30 

18** .32 

28** .31 

43* .41 

.35 
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(Continued) 









Factor Loadings 


lor fiScn 


Item 




Sub- 


Item 










Scale 


No. I 


II III 


IV 


V 


VI 




26 




.73 








41 




.71 








14 




.71 








10 




.53 








36 




.49 








54 




.46 






4 


47 




.44 








oo 
3j 












2* 


.35 


.40 








20* 




.35 








40 






.71 






46 






.70 






4 






.64 






25 






.63 




5 


1 






.61 






32 






.56 






19 






.52 






53 






.51 






6* 






.39 






9* 












23 








• DD 




17 








.66 




30 








.63 




38 








.61 


6 


16 








.60 




8 








.58 




44 








.56 




55 








.54 




5 








.52 




29 








.42 




51* .27 




.37 




.36 


Subscale 












alpha coefficients .80 


.78 .74 


.76 


.80 


.83 



*Items deleted from the final form of the instrument. 
**Items reworded in the final form of the instrument. 
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APPENDIX C 



Item Factor Loadings and Subscale Reliability 
Estimates for the Personal Attitudes Section 
Using the Pilot Study Data 







Factor Loadings for Each 


Item 




Satisfaction 








Items 


I II 


III 


IV 


11* 


.64 




-.40 


8 


-.63 




.41 


4 


.60 






J 


.59 








.53 .32 






1 


-.4o -.32 






Id 


.^5 






10* 


-.41 -.44 






20* 




.62 




1 Lie 




. Jo 




13* 


-.57 






Central Lire 








Interests Items 








lo 




.69 




17 




.61 




12** 






.75 


7* 






.71 


5 






.34 


Voluntarism 








Items 








6* 


.48 






21* 




.56 




15* 




.44 




9* 


.69 






19* 


.44 






*Items deleted 


from the final form of the instrument. 




** Items reworded 


in the final form of the instrument. 
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APPENDIX D 

Final Instruments and Letters of Communication 



SCHOOL OF EDUCATION 
THE UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS 
Bailey Hall 
Lawrence, Kansas 66044 



Dear Educator: 

This questionnaire is part of a coordinated research on values 
and self attitudes that is taking place in several school districts. 
Your name along with about 3,500 other individuals was selected at 
random from a list of over 26,000 educators. Data are being collected 
systematically to facilitate our understanding of factors that ^jnder-- 
lie the reasons persons select their vocations. 

Information gathered in this questionnaire will be used for 
research purposes only* 

There are no "right" or "wrong" answers in this questionnaire. 
The only "right" answer is what you believe to be true. Answer as 
accurately as you can what you believe. Please give only your opin- 
ions with a check in the proper blank on the questionnaire. 

Our pretests indicate that most persons complete this question- 
naire in less than 30 minutes. If you answer quickly, you should be 
finished in less time. 

Please mail the questionnaire back as soon as possible. A self- 
addressed, postage paid envelope is enclosed for returning the ques- 
tionnaire, 

Cecil Miskel 
Project Director 

Douglas Glasnapp 
Data Analyst 

Richard Hat ley 
Research Coordinator 



This survey will be completed in approximately 10 months. If you 
would like to receive a report of the research, please check the box 
below. (So that the report can be mailed to you and to guarantee 
anonymity, your name has been converted to a code number,) 

Please send me a copy of the research report. 

Yes No 



Code Number 
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PART I - BACKGROUND INFORMATION 



ERIC 



(Please remember, all information in this questionnaire is confidential 
and will be used for research purposes only.) 

1. Your age (years): . 



2, Sex: Male ^Female 

3, Education 

Less than Bachelors Degree 

^Bachelors Degree 
Bachelors Degree Plus 



_Masters Degree 
^Masters Degree Plus 
Doctorate 



4, Marital Status: ^Single Married Other 

5. If you are married, is your spouse gainfully employed: 

Yes No 



6, If yes, what is his/her occupation? 

7. Check one of the following categories that best describes the 
level of your primary job assignment 

Elementary — Grades K-6 

Junior High — Grades 7-9 

^High School— Grades 10-12 



]^A11 levels—Grades K-12 
J3ther (Please Specify) 



8. Position 

Teacher 



Principal, Assistant or Associate Principal 
[[central Office Administrator 
^Counselor 

jOther (Please Specify) 



9. ^Years Experience as an Educator 

10. Years Experience in Present Position 

11, Considering all aspects of your life, would you consider your job 
as being of primary importance? 

Yes No 
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12. Do you have to be gainfully employed? 

Yes No 



(If yes, answer question 13.) 
(If no, skip to question 14.) 

13. If you answered yes on question 12, do you perceive that you have 
to be an educator? 

Yes No 

14. When you were hired for your present position, did you have any 
other job opportunities? 

Yes No 

(If you are presently an administrator skip the next three 
questions .) 

15. If you are now a teacher, would you consider accepting an admin- 
istrative position in the public schools? 

Yes, I would like the position very much. 

Maybe 

Neutral, no feelings, have not considered the possibility. 

Probably not. 

No, I have no interest in the possibility. 

16. Are you teaching in the subject area of your primary interest? 

Yes No 

17. Did you have any choice in your school assignment? 

Yes No 
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PART II ~ PRESENT JOB 



People differ greatly in the incentives or rewards they receive for 
their work. This form is designed to gather information about the in- 
centives or rewards you are presently receiving from the school 
district. 

Please answer every item. Work quickly. 

Response Categories: 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Neutral 

4. Agree 

5. Strongly Disagree 
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In my present job.......... 

1. there is emphasis on originality. 

2. I could get fired easily. 

3. promotions come automatically. 

, 4. I have an opportunity to really accomplish something, even if 
others don't know about it. 

5. there is emphasis on satisfying superiors by carrying out school 
policy. 

6. there is opportunity for creative work. 

7. there is an emphasis on individual ability. 

8. there is emphasis on the actual production record. 

9. the work comes in big pushes sometimes. 

10. I am not sure I can keep my job as long as I want it. 

11. the community has good recreational facilities. 

12. the lighting is good. 

13. persons are terminated if they do not produce quality work. 

14. there are opportunities to earn bonuses. 

15. the work is excessive sometimes. 

16. I always have a chance to learn something new. 

17. the school district encourages further specialized work. 
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18. I am on call when there is pressure to get jobs done. 

19. I am involved in managing a small group of people doing routine 
jobs, 

20. I could gf" fired easily, but the rewards are high. 

21. the work is routine, but not hard to do. 

22. the work is routine, but highly respected in the community. 

23. the physical working conditions are attractive. 

24. I have a chance to further my formal education. 

25. the community has a good social and cultural life. 

26. the community is a wonderful place to raise a family. 

27. I could get fired easily, but the work is very interesting. 
2ft. the work is routine, tut the initial salary was high. 

29. I am under a tenure system. 

30. competition is open and encouraged. 

31. the ventilation is modern. 

32. salary increases are determined by the amount of effort exerted. 

33. the work builds up "pressures" on me. 

34. there is little permanency of positions. 

35. the supervisors are nice people. 

36. rewards are high, but if I lost this job, it would be very diffi- 
cult o get another one. 

37. school related problems might come up that I have to take care of 
myself, even outside regular hours. 

38 » I sometimes have to take work home vith me. 

39. the schedule is flexible in response to the amount of work. 

40. the amount of work varies* 

^•i. salary increases are strictly a matter of how much I acconplish 
for the school district. 

42. the fringe benefits are very gcod. 
Er|c 75 
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43. salary increases are a matter of how much effort you put in. 

44. the work might run out, but it is extremely interesting while it 
lasts* 

43. the salary increases are regularly scheduled, 

46. the school district is involved in heavy professional competition. 

47. I have nice people for co-workers. 

48. the job is insecure. 

49. the climate is pleasant. 



ERIC 



PART III - THE IDEAL JOB 

People also differ greatly in the nhinso they want in a job, and jobs 
differ greatly, even within the same school. This form is designed to 
gather information about things ^ consider imEortant an^ 
an ideal job in the public schools. 

Give an answer to every item on the questionnaire even if you have to 
guess. Work quickly. 

Response Categories: 

1. Extremely undesirable. Would never take job. 

2. Undesirable. Would avoid job. 

3. Neither desirable or undesirable, 

4. Desirable. Would favor the job. 

5. Extremely desirable. Would favor job greatly. 

Ideally, I prefer a job 

1. I could get fired easily, but the work would be very interesting. 

2. salary increast«? would be strictly a matter of how much I 
accomplished for the school district. 

3. I could not be sure I could keep my job as long as I want it. 

4. the lighting would be good. 

5. school related problems mighn come up that I would have to cake 
care of myself outside regular hours. 

6. the community would have good recreational facilities. 

7. I would be involved in managing a small group of people doing 
routine jobs. 
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8, the school district would be involved in heavy professional 
competition. 

9. the work might be excessive sometimes. 

10. there would be opportunity for creative work. 

11. the work would be routine, but not hard to do. 

12. salary increases would be determined by the amount of effort 
exerted. 

13. the climate would be pleasant. 

lA. the community would be a wonderful place to raise a family. 

15. the schedule of hours might have to be flexible in response to 
the amount of work. 

16. the work might run out, but it would be extremely interesting 
while it lasted. 

17. persons would be terminated if they do not produce quality work. 

18. I might sometimes have to take work home with me. 

19. the physical working conditions would be attractive. 

I would have an opportunity to really accomplish something, even 
if others wouldn't know about it. 

:1. I could get fired eat ily. 

22. the work would be routine, but the initial salary would be high. 

23. the work might juild up "pxessures" on me. 
2A. the amount of \ ork would vary. 

25. the fringe beim f its wo.dd je very i;ood. 

26. the ventilation would be modern. 

2 7. there would be emphasis on individual ability. 

23. there woald be little permanency of positions. 

29. I would be under a tenure system. 

30. the school distri-t would encourage further specialized work. 

31. there would be opportunities to earn b onuses. 

32. promotions would come automatically. 
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33. competition would be open and encouraged. 

34. the coiranunity would have a good social and cultural life. 

35. I would have a chance to further my formal education. 

36. I could get fired easily, but the rewards would be high. 

37. the work would be routine, but highly respected in the community. 

38. I would always have a chance to learn something new. 

39. the supervisors would be nice people. 

40. the job would be insecure. 

41. the salary increases would be regularly scheduled. 

42. the work might come in big pushes sometimes. 

43. there would be emphasis on the actual production record. 

44. I might be on call when there is pressure to get jobs done. 

45. salary increases would be a matter of how much effort you put in. 

46. rewards would be high, but if one loses his job it would be very 
difficult to get another one. 

47. there would be emphasis on satisfying superiors by carrying out 
school policy. 

48. I would have nice people for co-workers. 

49. there would be emphasis on originality. 
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PART IV - PERSONAL ATTITUDES 

. J 4„ «hflf vou feel about certain things. This 
^rSTsiSd^tolS" ^tfon a.o« .o» .eacHe. feel ato„t 
their jobs in the public schools. 

Please check the one answer that best describes your feelings: 
Response Categories: 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Neutral 

4. Agree 

5. Strongly Agree 

1. I am somewhat dissatisfied with my job. 

2. I really enjoy working with my students. 

3* My primary life interests lie outside of n«y job at school. 

4. The "stress and strain" resulting from teaching students reduces 
enjoyment of teaching. 

5. I often think of changing to another job within the field of 
education. 

^ ir. Hfe are closely related to my job in the 

6. My main interests in Ixte are cxo5.t:j.y 

school. 

7. I often thlnlc of changing to another Job outside the field of 
education. 

♦.|,a^ T fould live comfortably with- 
8 If I came into enough money so that I ^ould live 
* out working, I would continue my present job. 

■f«H it is usually about things related to my job. 
9. When I am worried, it is usudj-j-y 

10. I believe that other things are more important than my job at 
school, \ 

11. Most of my energy is directed to»ard wy job. 

12. ,n talKlng to friends. I «ost IlUe to tal. about events related to 
my job. 

13. My central concerns are job-related. 



THANK YOU 
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Cover Letter for First Follow-up Mailing 



SCHOOL OF EDUCATION 
THE WaVERSITY OF KANSAS 
Bailey Hall 
Lawrence, Kansas 66044 



Dear Educator: 

About three weeks ago you were one of the public school 
teachers who recei^fti a survey questionnaire in connection with a 
basic research pro jeer in educational administration being con- 
ducted at the University of Kansas. It is hoped that this project 
can produce usable knowledge about how public schools function. 
Furthermore, we have att.>mpted to ask for information vital only 
to the research, and which only public school teachers can furnish. 
The information will be used for research purposes only. 

These forms do not take long to complete. The time required 
by most individuals varies from 30 to 40 minutes. A duplicate 
questionnaire has been enclosed in case you have misplaced the 
original. Your prompt attention and cooperation will be greatly 
appreciated. Your completed questionnaire is essential to the 
success of this research* 

Thank you. 



Sincere Ly, 



Cecil Miskel 
Project Director 
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Cover Letter for Second Follow-up Mailing 



SCHOOL OF EDUCATION 
THE UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS 
Bailey Hall 
Lawrence, Kansas 66044 



Dear Educator: 

About six weeks ago you were one of 3500 school employees who 
received a survey questionnaire in connection with a basic research 
project in educational administration being conducted at the Uni- 
versity of Kansas. These forms do not take long to complete. The 
time required by most individuals varies from 30 to 40 minutes. 

Enclosed is a copy of another questionnaire in case you have 
misplaced the original. Your response will be strictly confidential. 
No individual or school will be named in any report of the research. 

Your prompt attention and cooperation will be greatly appreci- 
ated. Your completed questionnaire is essential to the success of 
this research. 

Thank you. 



Sincerely, 



Cecil Miskel 
Project Director 
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Cover Letter for Non-Respondent Sample 



SCHOOL OF EDUCATION 
THE UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS 
Bailey hall 
Lawrence, Kansas 66044 



Dear Educator: 

Sometime during the last two months, you were mailed a question- 
naire designed to facilitate an understanding of the reasons educa- 
tors select their vocations. We urge you to take time (less than 30 
minutes) to respond no the questionnaire. Your perceptions are essen- 
tial to the project. 

Ycur name was randomly selected from a list of over 26,000 edu- 
cators in Kansas. In addition, your response to this questionnaire is 
completely anonymous and the information will be used for research 
purposes only. 

Your particiration in this endeavor is solicited and will be 
appreciated. A self- addressed, postage paid envelope is enclosed for 
your convenience. 

Sincerely, 

Cecil Miskel 
Project Director 
Assistant Professor 

Douglas Glasnapp 
Data Analysis 
Assistant Professor 

Richard Hatley 
Research Coordinator 
Assistant Professor 

P.S. If you are not currently employed as an educator, please return 
the blank questionnaire. 
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APPENDIX E 



Intercorrelation Matrices: EWCS Subscales, 
INC Subscales, Job Satisfaction and PLI 
for All Sex by Teaching Level Groups 
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APPKiDIX F 



Intercorrelation Matrices: Discrepancy Scores for 
incercui. ctiherales Job Satisfaction, 
EWCS Subscales, INC Subscaies, Joo o 
and PLI for All Sex fay Teaching Level Groups 
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